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1.0 INTRODUCTION/PURPOSE & NEED

1.1 Introduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLMarson City District, Stillwater Field Office is
proposing a landscagseale, multiyear, integrated habitat restoration and maintenance project
on BLM lands within the Desatoya Mountain Range and adjoining BLM administereditands
Churchll and Lander @unties, NevadaSeeAppendixG, Map 1) The project areancompasses
approximately230,000 acres which includesabout 6%o0f the Clan Alpine grazing allotment
(~23,400 acre¥y and about99% of the Porter Canyon and Edwards Creek grazing allotments
(~206,600 acres) Additionally, 192,755 acres of the Desatoya sggeuse population
management unit (PMUB8% of the PMU) 3,091 acres of the Reese River PNO.R% of the
PMU), 136,400 acres of the Desatoya Herd Managererd (HMA) (84% of the HMA) and
34,195 acres of the Desatoya Wilderness Study Area (W&2p of the WSA) aravithin the
project boundarySeeAppendixG, Map2).

Within the project areaJp to approximately32,705 acresof ground disturbing treatments are
proposedver a ten year periadcluding pnyon/juniper removal and thinning; wet meadow and
spring rehabilitation/protection (includes fencing, pipelines, and troughs); rabbitbrush control
using mowing followed by herbicide treatment amdeeding; asitespecific fuels treatment
utilizing prescribed fire, herbicide, and seeding; awhtinuousexcess wild horse removal
(including utilizing waterbait trapping methods). Additionally, researchers at the University of
Nevada Reno (UNR) have set up a long texpermental watershed on private land within
Porter Canyon to mease the hydrologic changessociated with pinyon/juniper treenreval.
Portions of the UNR experimentould be expandetb BLM lands within Porter and Dalton
CanyongSee Appendix G Map 3ppedfic details are described in the Proposed Action.

Table 1. Legal description of the Project area (Also See Maps 1& 3 Appendix G).

Township Range Section (s) Principal Meridian

17 38 1-5, 915 Mount Diablo Meridian
17 39 59,18 Mount Diablo Meridian
18 37 9,1617, 2021 Mount Diablo Meridian
18 38 1-4, 914, 2227, 3236 Mount Diablo Meridian
18 39 3-10, 1718, 20, 2932 Mount Diablo Meridian
19 38 26-27, 3436 Mount Diablo Meridian
19 39 1012, 1316, 2324, 3134 Mount Diablo Meridian

The Desatoya Herd Management Area (HMA) is situated within the administrative jurisdiction
of the BLM Carson City and Battle Mountain District Offic@fie BLM proposes to redudke
existingpopulationto within the appropriate management level (AML) ratigrough the use of
helicopter drivetrapping and bait/water trapping. As part of proposed population management
within the HMA, the BLM is proposing to enter into a cooperative agreement3Switith Creek
Ranch LLC in which permanent or sepgermanent coals would be constructed around one or
more water source@public or private landjo enable bakivatertrapping of wild horses for the
purpose of maintaining the population within thBL range This would be accomplisheay
removing excess wild horsesidch treating mares with a contraceptive to slow the rate of

e
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populationincreasefollowing the attainment of the AML through a helicopter gather during the
summer 2012See Proposed Action Section 2.4 for detalils.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has beespared to analyze possible impacts of the
Desatoya Mountains Habitat Resiliency, Health, and Restoration project. This EA is a site
specific analysis of potential impacts that could result with the implementation of the gropose
action and no actioalternativesThe EA assists the BLM SFO during project planning, ensuring
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in making a determination

as to whether any dAsignificant o | mpaancse oc oiud d
defined by NEPA and is found in Chapter 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
§81508.27. An EA provides evidence for determining whether to prepare an Environmental

| mpact Statement (EIS) or a st atFOM®)nShoud& AFi n
determination be made that implementation of the proposed actions would not result in
Asignificant envir on meoutdabke prepangrdato tdecament that F ON S
determination, and a Decision Record issued providing the rationadpjpooving the chosen
alternative.

1.2 Background

In March 2010, the USFWS published themi@nth findings for petitions to list the greater sage
grouse under the Endangered Species Act (1964) (ESA)). In these findings, greatgossge
(Centrocercus urophasianus) were found to be warranted but precluded by higher priority listing
actions, and were given a priority ranking of 8. Sggmise are currently a BLM designated
Sensitive Species. BLM Manual 6840 (Special Status Species Management) dir&ttsttee
improve the condition of habitat as well as mitigating, minimiziog eliminating threats
affecting the status of BLM Sensitive Species in order to avoid full listing under the ESA.

The BLM National Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy was finalizedin 2004 (USDI

2004) The Strategygalls formanagingoublic lands in a manner thatould maintain, enhance,

and restore saggrouse and sagebrush habitats while continuing to provide for multiple uses of
lands under BLM stewardship.

Within portions ofthe project area, #dland fire has not been allowed éxhibit the longterm

natural roleof creatinga diversevegetation communitywhich has led to an increased risk of
detrimental fire effects to natural plant communitieBhe increasing a@minance of
pinyon/juniper (PJ)in these areas apparent fronthe presence of young Raxpandinginto
sagebrush communitiesd increasing density in woodland siteéacroaching?Jis affecting the
density, patch size, and health and vigor of sagebrush and woodland vegetation communities by
crowding out theunderstoryplant components necessary for wildlifieat depend on these
habitas.

In passinghe Wild FreeRoaming Horses anBlurros Act of 1971 (WFRHBA) (Public Law 92

195) , Congr ess f-ooammng horsbsaand buriodhard liding fsymeaods of the
historic and pioneer spirit of the West The Act st arbamisg wilchharses (andl d f r
burros) are to be consial in the area where presently foundl97], as an integral part of the

natural ecosystem of the public lands. The Secretarydimase d t o  fvild &ee-egneng
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wild horses and burros in a manner that is designed to achieve and maintain a tlatwag n
ecologicalbalance on the public lands .To achieve this balance, the BLM has established
appropriate management levels and manages and controls wild horse population size within
HMAs that have beedesignated for their lontgerm managementhet er ms fihor seo0o an
h o r €aqus calfallus) are used synonymously throughout this document.

The AMLs were established through Final Multiple Use Decisions following completion of an
in-depth analysis of habitat suitability, resource monitoring @oywllation inventory data, and
public input into the decisiemaking processThe upper limit of the AML range is the
maximum number of wild horses that can be maintained within a HMA while maintaining a
thriving natural ecological balance and multiple teationship on the public landSstablishing

the AMLs within a population range allows for the periodic removal of excess animals (to the
low end) and subsequent population growth (to the high end) between rerbexa®pment of

the Herd Management Aa Plans (HMAP) has also included public involvemere
establishedAML for the Desatoya HMA is 127180 individuals but the current population
estimate is 543 individualdt is projectedhat651 horses including the 2012 foal crapuld be

in the popuhtionat the time of implementation of the proposed management action

The BLM CCDO has previously prepared an HMAP Gather EA for the Desatoya HMA:
Desatoya Herd Management Area Plan/Capture Plan Update and Environmental Assessment
(EA) No. NV-030-03-022 (Jul, 2003) These NEPA analyses are incorporated by referdree
population inventory counts and gather history since 2000 for the HMA is listeabla?2. That

EA is available at BLM6s web site at:
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/carson_city field/blm_information/nepa/nepa_archives.html

Table 2: Desatoya HMA Population inventory and Gather History since 2000, (AML 127-180).
Population Inventory Count 304
Population Inventory Count 435
Removal 207
Removal 95
Population Inventory Count 238
Population Inventory Count 434
Population Inventory Count 543

1 The Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) defined the goal for managing wild horse (or burro) populations in a
thrivingna ur al ecol ogical bal ance Dahv. Glack|supmavs : 59 i Ast hdedlbomc
testd for determining the suitable number of wild hors
words of the conference committee which adopted this s
maintin a thriving ecological balance between WH&B populations, wildlife, livestock and vegetation, and to

pr ot ect the range from the deterioration as@woma ated wi
Protection Institute of America Nevada BM, 109 IBLA 115, 1989).

3




1.3 Purpose & Need

The primary purpose of théroposedAction isto improve availability, quantity, and quality of
sagebrush, woodland, and wet meadow/riparian habitats that multiple wildlife species, wild
horsesand livestock depend on

A secondary purpose of the Proposed Action is to manage the HMA for a thnatogal
ecological balanceas required under the Wild Fr&®maming Horses and Burros Act by
removing wild horsesDepending on gather efficiency (B0%), the Proposed Action would
involve gatheringestimated 450G 525 wild horseswhile removing approximaty 400 excess

wild horses during the initial helicopter driapping gather in thiate summer/early fa012.

If gather efficiencies exceed 80% wild horses would be returned to the HMA following the
initial gather activitiesThe goal is to leaveo less tharil27 horses within the HMA, 60% of
which would be stallions and treating as many margmssible withthe fertility control vaccine
PZPR-22 to facilitate maintenance of the population within the AML and reduce the number of
excess wild horses thatould need to be removed in future gath€sger the next ten yeardd

BLM intends to continually capture and treat mares as neagd@demove excess wild horses
when necessaryo maintain thewild horse population within the AML range . The proposed
action wouldachieve andnanage wild horse populations within established AMLs and allow
BLM to make significant progress in attaining the management objectives identified in the
Carson City Consolidated Resource Management Plan (CRMP), and the Standards fo
Rangeland Health & Guidelines for Grazing Management (S&Gs) in the Sierra Front
Northwestern Great Basin Arelaurthermore, ranagement of wild horses at the AMbt only
protects rangeland resources from deterioration that sdsufh wild horse overpopulation and
movement to areas outside the HMAst would also result in fewer wild horses being placed in
short/longterm holding facilities and the adoption sale pipeline over time.

The first need is to restore and enhance degrazhgegrouse habitatstemming from
pinyon/juniper(PJ)expansion into sageushandquality brood rearing habitsand/or excessive
horse useHealthy, resilient grings/wet meadows support abundant and diverse forb and insect
populations. Saggrouse citks are critically dependent on the protein for suryigal in turn
recruitment into breedingapable adultsin particular, wet meadows in Daltd@anyon are
degraded from PJ expansioaupled with heavy wild horse ysas well apermittedlivestock
grazinguse of meadowsand a wet meadow in Porter Canyon is degraded from PJ expansion
This has changed the hydrologiyatin turn hasled to decreased plant diversity ameclining
sagegrouse use

The second need is to decrease densiBJtfiat has been identified as a primary factomule

deer population decliness well asseveral woodland dependent bird spechale deer, pinyon

jays, mountain chickadees, and scrub jays depend on woodland landscapes that have a more open
canopy and pé#&rlike structure with a robust understory of forbs, grasses, and shmuiighly

dense PJ stands, the understory has been eliminated or is in decline. Increasing density and
encroachment is also degrading springs/wet meadows in mule deer habitat andtasge in

riparian areas.




The third need is to reduce the high fire risk stemming from increased PJ density and to restore a
cheatgrass dominated landscape near Cold Spghagsas resultefiom previous firesThe Fire

Regime Condition Class (FRCQ) & numerical rating representing the degree of departure from
the historical fire regime and vegetation conditions, or in other words, fire frequency and
severity.The Cold Springs landscape is rated FRE&hd is defined as follows:

These lands have besignificantly altered from their historical range. Because fire regimes have
been extensively altered, risk of losing key ecosystem components from fire is high.
Consequently, these lands verge on the greatest risk of ecological collapse.

1.4 Land Use Plan Conformance Statement

The ProposedAction and theNo Action alternative arein conformance with the Carson City
Field Office Consolidated Resource Management RIEGRMP) (2001). Part of this EA is a
project specific refinement of the Lahontan E1883) and the Walker RMP (1985) focusing on
the management of wild horses in the Desatoya HMA. The AML for the HMA was established
through the allotment evaluation and Final Multiple Use Decision (FMUD) protkess?roposed
Action and No Action alternates described are in conformance with pages WHB as well as

the following:

U WHB-2.2 Maintain sound thriving populations of wild horses within HMAs.

0 WLD-2.4: Maintain and improve wildlife habitat, and reduce habitat conflicts while
providing for othelppropriate resource uses.

0 WLD-2.6 Maintain or improve the condition of the public rangelands so as to enhance
productivity for all rangeland values (including wildlife).

U WLD-6.4 Wildlife habitat improvement projectsould be guided, in the most part, by
provisions in activity level plans such as habitat management plans, or interdisciplinary
activity plans (i.e.Desatoya Mountains Ecosystem Management Plan). These plans
would be developed through consultation with interested parties vaodld be
coordinaed with livestock, wild horse, and wilderness plans. These plamsgd be
focused on rehabilitation and improvement of wildlife habitat through protective fencing,
water developments, grazing management, and vegetation treatments.

U WLD-8.13: Spring improvement projectgould be fenced and watexould be piped
away from the source to a trough or pond if necessary. Wateld also be left at the
spring source in accordance with Nevada law.

i FOR1.1 Forest and woodland managemewnuld be based on the principles of multiple
use, sustained yield, and ecosystem management

U WHB-1.2: Remove excess wild horses and burros from public lands to preserve and
maintain a thriving ecological balance and multipls e r el at i onshi pé.

U0 FIR-2.1 Restorefire as an integral part of the ecosystem, improve the diversity of
vegetation and to reduce fire hazard fuels.

0 LSG-1.1: Maintain or improve the condition of the public rangelands to enhance
productivity for all rangeland and watershed values.

U LSG-1A: Maintain a sufficient quality and diversity of habitat and forage for livestock,
wildlife, and wild horses through natural regeneration and/or vegetation manipulation.

U RIP-1E. Prescribe management for ripar@etland values that is based upon -site
specific claracteristics and settings.
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U0 RIP-2I: Identify, encourage, and support research and studies needed to ensure that
riparianwetland area management objectives can be properly defined and met.
Incorporateresearch findings into the planning and managemenipafian wetland
ecosystems.

1.5 Relationships To Statutes, Regulations, And Other Plans

Compliance with Executive Orders, Laws, Regulations, and State Statutes
The proposed acticgndno action alternativ@are in compliance with the following:
U The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 8§-1781,
October 21, 1976, as amended 1978, 1984, 1986, 1988,19920 1994 and 1996).
i The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 8§88 48247, January 1,
1970, as amended 19@5d 1994).
U The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 88-1534, December 28, 1973, as
amended 1978982, 1984, and 1988).
U Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 88&®&®d, June 8, 1940, as amended
1959, 1962, 1972, and 1978).
U Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 88 70R12, July 3, 1918, as amended 1936, 1960,
1968, 1969, 1974, 1978, 1986 and 1989).
U Executi ve QespoasibilitiesdilFederal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds
(2001).
U National Historic Preservation Act (Public Lav®-865; 16 U.S.C. 470 as amended
through 2000).
U Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 19%9,Amended (Public Law 965; 16
U.S.C. 470aanm).
U Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1948 U.S.C. § 1901).
U0 Wild FreeRoaming Horsgand Burre Act (WFRHBA) of 1971 As AmendedPublic
Law 92195 43CFR 8§ 4700,
A 43 CFR 4700.0-6: (a) Aiwild horses shall be managed as -sel$taining populations
of healthy animals in balance with other uses and productive capacity of their
habitat 0
A 43 CFR 4710.3-1: Herd management areas. fiHerd management areas shall be
established for the maintenance of wild horse and burro .hieradtelineating each
herd management area, the authorized officer shall consider the appropriate
management level for the herd, the habitat ireguents of the animals, the
relationships with other uses of the public and adjacent private lands, and the
constraints contained in 4710.4he authorized officer shall prepare a herd
management area plan, which may cover one or more herd managem=ot area
A 43 CFR 4710.4: Constraints on management. fiManagement of wild horses and
burros shalll be wundertaken with | imitin¢
Management shall be at the minimum feasible level necessary to attain the objectives
identified n approved land use plans and herd management areaplans.
A 43 CFR 4740.1: Use of motor vehicles or aircraft. (a) fiMotor vehicles and aircraft
may be used by the authorized officer in all phases of the administration of the Act,
except that no motor vehicta aircraft, other than helicopters, shall be used for the
purpose of herding or chasing wild horses or burros for capture or destrudtion
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such use shall be conducted in a humane mafineBefore using helicopters or
motor vehicles in the managemesftwild horses or burros, the authorized officer
shall conduct a public hearing in the area where such use is to bé&made.

A 43 USC Sec. 1901: (4) ficontinue the policy of protecting wild freeaming horses
and burros from capture, branding, harassmentieath, while at the same time
facilitating the removal and disposal of excess wild-fi@gming horses and burros
which pose a threat to themselves and their habitat and to other rangelana values.

Relationship to Policies and Guidelines
The proposed aan and alternative action are in conformance with the follovgamglance,
manualsand handbooks:
U Special Status Species Management (BLM Manual 6840).
U Integrated Vegetation Management (BLM Handbook H1ZY10
U State Protocol Agreement between the BLM, Nevadd the Nevada State Historic
Preservation Office (October 26, 2009).

Relationship toOther Plans
The proposed action and alternative actioncaresistentvith the following
U Desatoya Mountains Ecosystem Management Plan, EA NeD3O08044 (July 1999).
U Desatoya Herd Management Area Plan/Capture Plan Update and Environmental
Assessment (EA) No. N@30-03-022 (Jul, 2003).
U The National Fire Plan, Review and Update of the 1995 Federal Wildland Fire
Management Policy (January 2001)
U Carson City District FiraManagement Plan (2004Lhurchill Basin Fire Management
Unit (NV-030-12).

1.6 Conformance With Rangeland Health Standards And Guidelines By Livestock
Grazing Allotment
Maintaining wild horse populations within AML sustains a healthy horse populatisores a
thriving natural ecological balance, and prevents degradation of rangeland conditions by
deterring negative impacts to rangeland resources that can result from wild horse over
population This has been demonstrated by the evaluation of key andascalogical sites under
rangeland health assessment protodo&mage results from over utilization of resources when
populations exceed the carrying capacity of the rangeland.

The Clan Alpine Livestock Grazing Allotment

A Clan Alpine dlotment rangeland health assessment evaluation of key areas and ecological
sites was conducted the summer of 28068 2010Although the final Standards and Guidelines
Assessment and Determinatiorsimmt been completed, as of this date, it was noted at some of
the evaluationsites that excess wild horses were a contributing factor for reduced amounts of
perennial grasses and forbs, including winterfat

However, only 2.4% of the allment overlaps the Desatoya HMA and for theaa that were not
meeting the standein this portionof the allotmenthistoric fire and subsequent cheatgrass
invasion, not wild horses, were thause

e
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(www.blm.qgov/nvét/en/res/resource advisory/sierra front
northwestern/standards and quideline.html

The Porter Canyon and Edwards Creek Livestock Grazing Allotments:

A Standards and Guidelines Assessment was completelefee allotments 2003. The wild

horse population size was estimated to be 434 in 2002 and after gathers in 2003 and 2004,
abundance estimates were 238 in 20@34 in 2010 and 543 in 2011See Table 2)in 2003
standards were being met for Soils, Water Quality, Plant and Animal HabitaialSp&tus
Species Habitat but not for Riparian/Wetlan@ise interdisciplinary team at the time indicated

that the cause was likely from a combination of livestock and valdehuse of upland spring
areasand to a lessategree streamside habitat
(www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/res/resource_advisory/sierra_front
northwestern/standards_and_guideline.html

Through a cooperative agreeme8imith Creek Ranchand the BLM developeda longterm
monitoring programthat provides feedback to the grazing program based on cooperatively
collected baseline data. Upland monitoring included species composition, frequency, cover, and
utilization data. Ripaan monitoring included greenline, riparian cross section, aspen density,
and stubble height datinnovative solutionsleveloped in coordination between the BLM and
Livestock Permitte¢o resource issues dtorter and Edwards Cre@lotments hee resultedin
significant improvement inriparian and upland vegetatiaonditions,which in turn benefits
wildlife habitat. However, riparian and upland objectives are not being met due to PJ
encroachment coupled with overpopulation of wild horses that have ddgretieneadows and
sagebrush plant communities.

Excess wild horseBave damagd spring developments such as corrals, troughs, spring boxes
and the spring sourcéersonal communication Jason Salisbury from NDOW and Duane
Coombs Smith Creek Ranctlthough no data exists to assess the degree of impacts of wild
horses versus livestockpring development damagmn bea major contributing factor to the
reduction ofthe available water suppfer wild horses, livestock, and wildlifévaintaining wild
horse nmbers within the AMLwould reduce the occurrence of damage to springs and spring
developmentghus enhancing the availability of water for wildlife, livestoakild horses,and
riparian vegetationln order to protect a saggouse brood rearing meadow ktaypress (See
Appendix G Map 8 for general locatiop NDOW constructed an exclosure fenpemarily
becaus of excess wild horse impacts (Personal communication Jason Salisbury NDOW).

Managing vegetation utilization within the moderate or less categaesiesnportant to
establishing a viable rangeland plant community. When plants are not over utilized there is an
adequate amount of photosynthetic material remaining for the production of carbohydrates to
me et the vegetationds gThe plants eneemddrmaney sviphimoret i o n
root reserves for next yearo6s growth and repr

The South Smith Creek Livestock Grazing Allotment:

This allotment is not within the Project boundary but approximatédy af the Desatoya HMA
is within the allotment boundary. A Rangeland Health assessment was completedSouttine
Smith CreekAllotment in 1997 but no current data exist§he SouthSmith Creek evaluation
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stated that wild horse use in this allotment igdental. However,AML rangefor the portion of
this allotment falling within th®esatoyaHMA is 9- 15.

1.7 Decision To Be Made For The Excess Wild Horse Removal

The BLM authorizing officer would determine whether to implement the proposed capture and
vaccination of released mares with a contraceptive and removal of excess wild horses to maintain
population size within the established AML and avoid the deterioration of the range that can
result from wild horse overpopulatioh h e a ut h o r idecisiongvoutd indt setoe adjass

the AML, nor would it adjust livestock use, as these were set through previous decisions
Approximately 525 excess wild horses, including all wild horses residing outside the HMA
boundaries, would be removed from the ratggachieve and maintain a population size within

the AMLs consistent with the requirements of the WFRHBAsecond separate decision et

BLM authorizing officerwill be made to determine whether to implement the other components

of the proposed action.

The No Action Alternative would not achieve the Purpose and Need identified in Section 1.3.
However, it is analyzed in this EA to provide a basis for coraparwith the action alternatiye

and to assess the effects of not conducting a gathmanpleting the other habitat enhancement

or rehabiitation componentsat this time. The No Action Alternative would not be consistent
with the requirement under the WFRHBA to remove excess wild horses and burros from public
lands and is also not in conformaneith regulatory provisions for management of wild horses
and burros as set forth at 43 CFR 8 4700. The No Action Alternative would not result in
achievement of the established AML or progress towards the improvement of rangeland
conditions.

1.8 Scoping and Identification Of Issues

Initial issues addressed in this EA were identified through internal scdpiamal scoping was
done via meetings and written communications with BLM resource specaistthe following
project partnersiNevada Departnmg of Wildlife, University of Nevada Reno, Great Basin Bird
Observatory, Smith Creek Ranch, and U.S. Geological Service

Comments were accepted on tiesatoya Mountains Habitat Resiliency, Health, and
Restoration project Environmental Assessment, DBIUM-NV-C01320110513EA, for a 30

day period from March 5, 2012 through April 4, 2012; although comments received after this
date were also consideredppendix H contains information regarding comments received and
subsequent responses by the CAbe EA was made available by hard copy at the OCénd

on the website at:

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/carson_city fieldil information/nep a.html

Letters to 41 individualsprganizations,and agencies were mailemhd rotification of the
availability of the EA to 33 other State and federal offices was made through the Nevada State
Clearinghouse The CCDD published a news release that was sent to media outlets listed on the
Nevada BLM State Office media lisThis list included the Tahoe Daily Tribune, Record
Courier, San Francisco Chronicle, Mason Valley News, Las Vegas Review Journal, Sacramento
Bee, Lalontan Valley News, Nevada Appeal, Reno Gazette Journal, Associated Press, Nevada
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News, Fox news Reno, KNPB, KRNV, KTVN, Lotus Radio, Daily Sparks Tribune, and
organizations on the Media Reno Area, Media Other NV&CA, Media So NV, Wild Horse
Interest and Cagressional group databas@dditionally, an email invitation was sent out on
May 12, 2012 for a site visit that was conducted to the project area on May 31, 2012 to over
3900 individuals who had submitted comments by email during the public comment. period
Three members of the public participated.

The following Native Americaribes were initially consulted on thedposedAction February

4, 2011, Fallon PaiuteShoshone Tribe, and the YomBaoshoneTribe. Further written
correspondence was mailed on August 2, 2011 and face to face consultations were conducted
with the YombaShoshone Triben March 11, June 14, June 20, and August 11, 2011 and with
theFallon PaiuteéShoshone Triben February 23, 2011.

BLM internal, external, public, State and federal agency coordination and Native Ameriahn trib
consultation was also completed during the development of the previously prepared Desatoya
Herd Management Area Plan/Capture Plan Update and Environmental AastegE#) No.
NV-030-03-022 (Jul, 2003).

The issues | isted below were identified as
proposed contraceptive control treatment of wild horses (mares) in the planning areas.

1. Impacts to individual wild hees and the herd. Measurement indicators for this issue include:
U Projected population size and annual growth rate (WinEquus population modeling).

Expected impacts to individual wild horses from handling stress.

Expected impacts to herd social structure.

Expected effectiveness of proposed fertility control application.

Potential effects to genetic diversity.

Potential impacts to animal health and condition.

[ - et eI et e

2. Impacts to vegetation/soils, riparian/wetland, and cultural resolMezsurement indicators
for these issues include:

U Expected forage utilization.

U Potential impacts to vegetation/soils and riparian/wetland resources.

3. Impacts to wildlife, including migratory birds and BLM special status species, and their
habitat. Measurement indicators for thesseies include:

U Potential for temporary displacement, trampling or disturbance.

U Short and long term for potential competition over forage and water.

Additional issues brought up througtitial scoping include the following:
U The ability to meet wild horsebjectives using only water or bait trapping.
0 Sagegrouse collisions with fencing.
Cheatgrass invasion into tree removal areas.
Protection of archaeological resources.
Would using lop and scatter methods to protect archaeological resources lead to excess
fuel load?
U How would success of treatments be measured for vegetative and biological resources?

e
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U Will wood be available to the public?
U Is everything going to be clear cut?
i How would the BLM monitor success of treatments?
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The EA Interdisciplinary Team developed one action alternggix@posed actionjo meet the
purpose and needs identified in Chaptetnladdition, a No Action alternative is presented to
represent current conditions catrends and establish a baseline for analyii® No Action
alternative also serves as a reference point in discussing project activity effects. All project
activities incorporate Project Design Features (PDFs) designed to reduce or eliminate potential
effects from project activitied?DFs are detailed in Appendix

2.1 The Proposed Action

General— The proposed action has been developed in collaboratidrpartnershipvith the
Nevada Division of Wildlife (NDOW), the University of Nevada Reno, the US Department of
Agriculture (ARS & NRCS)Great Basin Bird Observatory, U.S. Geological Suragy Smith
Creek Ranch LLC. Funding and partner contributierauld influence how many acres are
treated in any given year as well as the breadthafitoringfor response to treatment.

Summary— Within the project areajlp to approximately32,705acres of ground disturbing
treatments are proposeder a ten year periohcluding pnyon/juniper removal and thinning;

wet meadow and spring rehabilitation/protection (includes fencing, pipelines, and troughs);
rabbitbrush control using mowing followed by herbicide treatmentresgbding; asite-specific

fuels treatment uiiting prescribed fire, herbicide, and seeding; and excess wild horse removal
utilizing helicopter drivetrapping andvaterbait trapping methods. Additionally, researchers at
the University ofNevada Reno (UNR) have set up a long temperimental waterskeon
private land within Porter Canyon to maes the hydrologic changeassociated with
pinyon/juniper tree maoval. Portions of the UNR experimemtould be expandetb BLM lands

within Porter and Dalton Canyon&rounddisturbing activities are summaréelow for the

main treatment areaw/hich areshown on mapd-7 Appendix G In addition tothe mainareas,
between Porter and Dalton Canyapproximately7,753 acres of20 to 75 percenand 2,054
acres ofup to 100 percerdf PJ would be removed usiagy of thedescribednethodsn thebe
following Vegetation Treatment Methodsectionbelow (SeeMap 3 Appendix Q. Specific
detailsfor vegetation treatments, wet meadow and spring rehabilitation, wild horse removal, and
the Cold Spring fuels treatment are describedSactions 2.2 2.5 which follow these
summaries:

Porter Canyon Area (SeeMap 4 AppendixG):

U Approximately2500acres olup to 100% PJ remed using any of the methods described
in thefollowing Vegetation Treatment Methodsection below

U Up to 3 Hflumes installed in streante assess hydrological changes to PJ remawal
above the meadow and one beldxact bcations would need to have a 50 foot straight
channel section with about a 10 foot stream width. Overall disturbance would be 10 x 10
feet with a concrete cutoff wall constructed to a depth of 3 feet.

U Springbox, trough, and pipeline at Stoker Spring Nt protect and enhance an aspen
grove and riparian aredhe approximately 1.3nile pipeline would follow the road and
installationwould be belowthe ground surfacaising trenching machinerythe spring
boxwould beinstalled belowground to a depth ofekt.
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U Maintain the drift fence across the canyon mouth near Stoker Spring No.1 and extend it
farther up the slopes to control livestogGke currentfence is a pipe rail design.

U Large scale rainfall experiment would result in disturbance where each plot is installed. A
small trench approximately 1.5 x 2 feet and 1 foot deep is needed to install mini flume. 6
plots are proposed wittxactlocations to be determined after consuttatwith the BLM
archaeologist.

U Several soil moisture probes would be installed and require a hole approximately 18 x 12
inches wide to depth of 3 feet. After probes are installed they are backfilled. Instrument
control housing for soil moisture probes rigga a 2 by 2 foot fenced area to keep
livestock from rubbing and a solar panel is attached to the instrument house. Fencing
would be removed after experiment is over.

Dalton Canyon Area (SeeMap 5 AppendixG):

U Approximately %00 acres ofip to 100% PJ reovalusing any of the methods described
in thefollowing Vegetation Treatment Methodsectionbelow.

U Construction ofl42 acre wet meadoperimeterpiperail fence or BLM standard-dire
fence which arebothwildlife friendly ( a.4 mdiles of fenceline)Pipe rail fence is more
expensive but is far stronger and requires much less maintenance over time and is more
effective at keeping livestock amdld horses out and letting wildlife in.

U Decadentabbitbrushmowing followed by herbicide treatmelnétween the wet meadows
within the exclosure fence

U One cattle guard installed in road at north end of fence.

U Multiple dructural check dams as needed to rehabilitate downcuts and increase
groundwater uptake in flow channels associated with the mea@hesk dams would
consist of rock or downed tree&.bobcat would be used to structurally reduce severe
downcuts in order to mimic natural slope.

U Three seasons of complete rest from livestoitkin the exclosure.

U After three seasons of restnlted livestock grazingwithin the exclosuré¢o less than 30
daysin the springandbr fall each year, the number of days dependent on the number of
cattle and the amount of forage availal#itso, 2troughs and up to 1.5 miles of pipeline
within the exclosure fence tkeep livestock away fromsensitive spring areas thate
likely to requiremore than thregears to reover to proper functioning conditiqihere
is water available outside of exclosure for wild horses)

i A rectangular hardened stream crossing would b&talied using matting with
dimensions of approximately 16 x 50 feet on the southern end of the exclosure.

U Brush fences consisting of cut trees would be designed and built to protect sensitive
spring areas within the exclosure that are likely to need niame 3 years of rest for
recovery.lt is expected that theseush fencesvould break down in & years.

Exact locations for the followin@alton Canyon actiong/ould be determined after consulting
with UNR and the BLM archaeologisind implementationvould be dependent upon funding
availability.
U To measure spring flow at up to 4 springs, a spring box would be installed and a sensor
would beput on a pipe fronthe spring box to record continuous outflow.
U Up to 2 troughs and associated short pipeltogsrovide water otside of the fence to
livestock,wild horses and wildlife
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U Large scaleainfall experiment would result in disturbance where each plot is installed. A
small trench approximately 1.5 x 2 feet and 1 foot deep is needed to install mini @lume
plots are proposed

U Multiple groundwater monitoring wells §Gch hole to maximum depth of about 25 feet)

U Small scale rainfall experiment for up to 30 trees to assess interception rates and stem
flow from simulated rainfall. Minor ground disturbanderaming from four stakes in the
ground and multiple buckets per tree would occur. No damage to the treeogoutd

Bassie Canyon-Edwards Creek Area: (SeeMap 6 AppendixG):

U 2609 acres ofup to 100%and 633 acres a20 to 75% PJ removalsing any of the
methods described in tiiellowing Vegetation Treatment Methodsectionbelow.

U 35 acre wet meadow piperail fenoe BLM standard 4vire fence( & 2. 25 mi |l es
fenceline).

U One trough and an approximately 1 mile long pipeline to help distribute wild hemides
livestock further away from the riparian aead aspen stan@gathin the canyon.

U Remove conifers andinderstoryhazard fuels from within and around aspen stands
throughout drainage.

U Maintain riparian protective fences in Edwards and Topia Creeksfyimgdas needed to
allow for expansion/restoration of riparian vegetation.

Smith Creek Drainage:
U Remove conifers and excessivaderstoryfuels from within and around aspen stands
throughout drainage.
U Maintain riparian protective fences at upper Snitteek, Haypress Meadows, Billie
Canyon, and Pole Creek, modifying as needed to allow for expansion/restoration of
riparian vegetation.

Crucial Mule Deer Habitat Area: (SeeMap 7AppendixG):

U Constructl5 acre wet meadoperimetempiperail fenceor BLM standard 4wire fence( a
1.5 miles of fenceline)Pipe rail fence is more expensive but is far stronger and requires
much less maintenance over time and is more effective at keeping livestock and horses
out and letting wildlife in.

U Approximately 2000 acresf up to 100%and ®93acres 020 to 75% PJ removal using
any of theremoval methods described in thegetation Treatment Methodsection
below.

Vegetation Treatments Methods

The following sectiorfurther describes vegetation treatmetitsit would beusedto meet the
purpose and need for the projeSite specific prescriptions would be develomath yearfor
smaller treatment units prior to implementatiofihe specific method (s) utilized within a
treatment unit would be based on considerationresburce protection needsdensity of
vegetation, andccessibilityby machinery

VegetationImprovements— Over the nextlO years sagebrush, woodland, and riparian/wet
meadow habitats would be improved primarily by removing®dip to 32142 acres within the
project areaAcres treated wouldary year by year from 50 to 5000 acres or more depending

e
14




upon availability of funding, partner contributions, logistics, and competing workload priorities
Within the delineatedsage-grouse specific treatment areas (~18,663acres) up to 100 percent,

and indelineatedwoodland treatment areas (~13,479acres), 20 to 75 percent & would
eitherbe cut and removed, lopped and scattered, and/or shredded by mastication, while leaving
the understory vegetatiantact as much as possibl&ée Map3 AppendixG). The specific
treatment method in a given area would be dictated by cultural or biological resource sensitivity,
topograjy, and soil erosion potential

Areas of decademabbitbrush wouldbe thinned using hand or mechanical measswvell as
herbicide treatmentd reatmentsvould includethe use ofubbertired/-tracked or metairacked
mechanized equipment with a mastication or mower headhpbsidiggers attached to tractors

or backhoestrenching machinery, chainsaws, prescribed burning of piles, hand held post hole
diggers, and harvest of fuelwood or biomass depending on the site. Temporary spworddds

be necessary and maintenance of existing romdsld occur including minor renating,
installation of drainage control structures, and blading/recontouring.

Tree Cutting and Partial Tree Removal — PJwould be cut with hand and small mechanized
tools. A portion of the wooavould be removed as firewood or other biomass utilization under
permit within designated boundaries either for personal use or for commercial resale. These areas
would be determined by the BLM on a yearly basis based on public demand and project needs.
Individuals would need to obtainpermit or contract from the CCFirewood cutting treatment

areas would be located near existing roads. Woodcutters would be permitted to drive off
established roads only as needed to load and remove the wood. Vegetation réstasimts
would be left in place bwood cuttersif needed to meet objectives after termination of firewood
cutting, slash would be treated further under BLM supervision by either shredding or scattering,
emphasizing the need to cover vehicle tracks tadagetablishment of new permanent travel
routes. Harvest or mechanical shredding of woody material would not be employed in canyon
and foothill sites where slopes limit vehicle access.

Tree and Shrub Cutting with No Removal — PJwould be cut and lopped drscattered on site.

Cut, lop, and scatter treatments would be employed where trees are small and sparse, where
topography or rock limit the use of mechanized equipment, or where protection of sensitive
natural resources is needed.

Tree Cutting and Slash Piling — PJ would be cut and the slash piled on sites where mastication
is not practical but where it is important to decrease tree density for optimal wildlife habitat and
to reduce fuel loading. The piles would be constructed to specifications for leilveng as
habitat for small wildlife or for burning. Burn plans would be required for burning any piles.

Mechanical Tree Shredding — Rubbetrtired~tracked or metalracked mechanized equipment

with a mastication or mower head would be used to shred @edbr rabbitbrushn place.PJ

within the treatment area would be targeted for shredding except for small pockets identified for
avoidance to protect sensitive resources and provide for ecological diversity. The shrub
community would not be targeted for shredding but would be thinmaidectly as part of the
treeshredding proces3.he product of grinding and shredding would be a mulch layer no deeper
than 12 inches, consisting of material less than three feet in length and four inches in diameter.
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Shredded vegetation would be leftpltace to reduce wind generation of dust and stabilize the
soil surface. This methodould not be employed in the confined riparian and foothill sites where
slopes limit vehicle access.

Whole Tree Removal — Rubbetrtired/-tracked or metalracked mechanizeelquipment would be

used tocut, skid or haulto a landing andor chip or grindPJonsite or offsite PJwithin the
treatment area would be targeted femoval orshredding except for small pockets identified for
avoidance to protect sensitive resouroesto provide for diversity. Shearing would include
separating the tree from the stump six inches from the ground or lower. Once the trees are
sheared, they would be skidded or hauled to a designated landing or processing area, where the
vegetative mateal would be further cut, chipped, or ground before or after hauling from the site.
This method would not be employed in the confined riparian and foothill sites where slopes limit
vehicle access.

Riparian/Aspen Restoration — The two main treatment features to protect and restore riparian
sites with aspen stands throughout fireject areawould be (1) removal of conifers and
understoryhazarausfuels and (2) livestock fencing where needed to control grazing. Conifers,
including PJ would beremoved from within and at lea$b0 feetaround aspens and associated
riparian vegetation. Hazawds understoryfuels would be reduced biiand or mechanical
methods to minimizelamage tanature aspen stemBhrough a cooperative agreemeivestock

grazing would be managed to reduce impacts on aspen regeneration and other riparian vegetation
though systematic grazing including fencing where needed to aid management. Existing riparian
fencing would be maintained or constructed and modé®addicated by monitoring. Riparian

fence projects already exist in Edwards Creek, Topia Creek, and several sites in the Smith Creek
watershed. Small portable, temporary exclosures made -6boi6metal panels would also
continue to be used widely to pnote recovery of riparian vegetation at selected sites.

Rabbitbrush Control —2, 4D herbicidewould be applied during the spring growing season
according to label specification eliminate monotypic stands of rabbitbrush that have
encroached into meadow areas in Dalton Canyon. The herbicide would be applied by backpack
sprayer or weblademower to only what has been cut.

Spring/Wet Meadow Exclosure Fencing and Range Improvements

Monitoring for baseline conditions would be assessed prior to treatment to gauge trend, evaluate
outcomeof treatments, and to inform adaptive management strategy. Depending on funding
availability, a pipe rail ol standard BLM 4wire fence built ® meet specifications regarding
cattle horsesandor wildlife would be constructed (BLM Handbook 174). A standard 4vire

fence consists of a smooth bottom wire and two strands of barbed wire and a smooth top wire or
a combination. The wire spacing i16"1 22", 30" and 42" and 16 1/2' spacing betwegmo$ts

Fence construction would involve the use of pigktrucks, poshole diggers attached to tractors

or backhoes and other equipment as necessary. New road construction would not be included for
the poposed fenceline, but a tvicack roadwould be created and remain visible until vegetation

is naturally restored along any fence. Existing roadsleMoe utilized to the extent possible.

Fencingwould be utilized to protea@nd enhance approximatdlyur pring/wet meadows that
are or could be used by sagmuse for brood rearing in Dalton Canyamdfor spring/meadow
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complexes that are used by birds, mule deer, desert bighorn sheep, and other general wildlife
species in th@assie Canyomndcrucial mule deer habitat areaSdeMaps5-7 Appendix G.
Whereneeded to provide water outside of the fenced fare@nimals troughs and/or water tanks
would beplaced in an upland site away from the spring/wet meadow and any excesaouetier

be piped backvhere feasibleor the troughwould have an overflow mechanism installed that
would shut off flow when full Because of freezing, overflow mechanisms would be disengaged

in the winter monthsin addition to fencing, meadows witevere to moderateead cuing

would require structural components such as check dams to trap sediment from increased water
flow anticipated from tree removal and/or thinnireg (the wet meadowcomplexin Dalton
Canyon).For the Dalton and Bassie Canyon fences, livestock woulallbeed to grazewith

timing and duration based upon the ability to meet restoration objectivesvdiiidbe done in
cooperation with Smith Creek RancA. cooperative maintenance agreemaruld also be
established with Smith Creek Ranch.

A spring box(~70 sq. ft. of disturbance) and an approximately 1.3 mile pipeline would be
constructed tgrovide water from Stoker Spring #1 to livestock and wild horses outside the
riparian zone $ee Map 4 Appendix JGA trough would be locatedt the end of the pip#aie.

While only one spring box would be installed, two areas would be dug to determine the best
location for a total of 140 sq. ft. of ground disturbance. The pipeline would be dug and buried
deepbeneaththe existingroad if possible Based ornthe resultsof cooperative monitoring he

existing drift fence across the mouth of the canyon would be maintained and extended farther up
the hillsides if necessary to control grazimgwild horses and livestock

In Bassie Canyon an approximately a&re piperail or standard BLM 4wire riparian fence
would be builtusing specifications previously describ@ee Map 6 Appendix JGA trough and

an approximately 1 mile pipeline would be installed to provide water to livestock and wild
horses outside tiigparianexclosure Gates would be installed at both ends to allow road access.

The springbox and/or collection system, discharge pipe and trough for Stoker Spring would be
designed and installed to standard BLM specifications. Pipeline constructigrafevellas in

Bassie Canygnwould include installation of pipeline below ground surface by trenching
machinery. Spring development and site cleanopld include the use of heavy equipment (i.e.
backhoeloader tractors) as well as pickup trucks.

One cattleguard (with wings, posts bases, and grids includadyl be installect the north end
of the Dalton Canyon area fen(®ee Map 5 Appendix GNormal maintenance and up keep of
this cattle guardvould be accomplished through cooperative agreamt with the livestock
permittege which include cleaning the pit under the cattle gtamehsure adequate drainage.

An existing culvert would be replaced with a corrugated metal pipe designed to accommodate
spring snowmelin the Dalton Canyon ard&eeMap 5 Appendix G It would be installed at or
below streambed elevation and sized to accommodate full active channel width, to reduce flow
velocities through the structures, and allow accumulation of bedload (gravels). The culvert would
be designed to aiv passage by resident fish. Upstream and downstream approaches would be
armored with norerosive materials to prevent the loss of fill material from spillover during high
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water events. Disturbed areas would be revegetated to prevent erosiestalshrent of
noxious weeds.

Excess Wild Horse Removal

Depending on gather efficien€y0-80%), the Proposed Action would involve gatherey
estimated 450 525 wild horsesvhile removing approximatel$00excess wild horseguring

the initial helicopter drivarapping gather in thiate summer/earlfall of 2012. If gather

efficiencies exceed 80% wild horses would be returned to the FM#wing the initial gather
activities Under this alternative, the BLM woulttempt tagather a sufficient number of wild
horses beyond the excess wild horses to be removed, so as to allow for the application of fertility
control (PZP22 or most current formulation) to all breeding age mares that are released and to
adjust the sex ratio ohanals on the range following the gather to favor males (60% stallions).
The sex ratio of potential released animals will be dependent on the sex ratio of gathered wild
horsesApproximately 65% or more of all released wild horses would likely be statitons
achiewe a 60% male sex ratio on the range (including animals not gathéted)ld horse
mareseleagdback into the HMAwould betreaedwith fertility control vaccine (PZR22 or the

most current formulatignto maintain AML, extend the time befowmother gather is required,

and reduce the number of excess wild horses that would need to be removed in th€Heture.
procedures to be followed for implementation of fertility control are detailed in Appéndilke
overall managemermibjective is tananagea core breeding population of 127 head (low AML)
within theDesatoyaHMA with a desired sex ratio that favors males (60% stallioAl)wild

horses residing outside of established HMA boundaries will be removed regardless of sex and
age and wouldat be relocated back to the HMA.

Following the initial helicopter gather late summefearly fall2012, he BLM intendgo use of
bait/water trappingver the next 10 yeate continue removing small numbers of excess wild
horses (2680) each year untthe overall populatiomanagemenbbjectives are metdr to
maintainAML range All future removals of excess wild horses will be based upon population
inventories conducted through aerial or ground surveygart of these planned annual

bait/water trapping sessions, the objective would be to trap sufficient numbers of wild horses to
continue tcadministeffertility control vaccineandremove excess wild horses in order to achieve
and/or maintain the AML rageand desiredex ratio.If the proposed bait/water trapping and
fertility control treatments prove to be unsuccessful in maintaining population objetiimeis

is anticipated thad follow uphelicopterdrivengather would be implementéad the Desabya

HMA every two to three years over the next 10 years-tmoeinate the mares and remove

excess animal®ll future gather activities would be conducted in a manner consistent with those
described for théate summer/early fa012 gather. Funding linations and competing

priorities may require delaying future follemp gathers and population control activities.

Table 3on the following pagesummarizes the proposeditial 2012 helicopter wild horse
removal numbers
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Table 3. Current Population Estimate at time of proposed implementation, AML Range, Proposed Number
Of Animals To Be Removed And Proposed Number To Be Treated And Released Back Into The HMA.

Current AML Range | Proposed | Horses Mares Horses
Estimate* Gather* Removed Treated Released
651 127-180 450525 525 51%* 127+

*The last census was conducted in July 2011, and identified 543 hdhgesebjective is to leave 127 horses inside
the HMA upon completion of the gather.
*Assumes 100% capturefficiency.

The proposed gather plavould be initiated agarly asmid-August2012 and would be ongoing
treating mares as necessary with the goal of balancing recruitment with natural mortality to
maintain the population within the AML range. Over the course of this(fpgears)if fertility

control efficiency is low andoo many foals are being recmk into the populatigradditional
excess wild horses would be removedlternatively,if not enough foals are recruited into the
populationto maintain the AML rangdewer maresvould be vaccinatednd thus allowed to

return tohigherfertility rates

The Proposed Action would allow BLM to achies@nificant progress toward attainment of
rangeland health standangsjuirements and resource objectivEsese management actions are
also supported by a recent report received from the Humane Society biniteel States
(HSUS) which recommends that the BLM increase the level of use of fertility control and other
population control methods (sex ratio adjustments, geldings, etc.)
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/newsroom/2011/july/hsusstatement.html

The Proposed Action is consistent with current BLM policy and direction to reduce gather
frequencies and the number of animals that need to be removed from the rangeetreotigh
application of fertility control and adjustment of sex ratios to favor stallions, which reduces the
proportion of the population that would give birth to foals.

Managing wild horse populations within the HMA at AML reduces the movement of horses
outside of the HMA in their search for forage and walée Proposed Actiowould reduce the
number of excess wild horses that need to be removed from the HMA over time, and thereby
result in fewer wild horses being placed in short or {@rgn holding &cilities or in the adoption

and sale program.

The bait/water trapping could start as early asldteesummefearlyfall of 2012 and would be
conducted year round with an emphasis in the summer months when this method is expected to
be most effective Several factors such as animal physical condition, herd health, weather
conditions, or other considerations could result in schedule adjustiGatiter operationsould

be conducted in accordance with the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) desthibed in
National Wild Horse and BurrG@ather Contract (Appendi®). Trap sites would be located at
previously used or disturbed sites or other heavily surface disturbed areas whenever. possible
New undisturbed areas selected as potential trap sites or htadihiges would be inventoried

for cultural resources by qualified BLM personnklcultural resources are encountered, the
locations would be avoided, unless they could be mitigated to eliminate any impacts.
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For bait or water trapping Smith Creek RanchC would construct eitherpermanent or
temporary corrals around water sour¢psvate or BLM land) Personal from Smith Creek
Ranchor a private gather contractaould close the gate on the corral/trap either remotely or a
mechanical release method miag used such as a trip wirk a mechanical release method
which is activated by the horses is employed the trap would be inspected daily whenever there is
a possibility of the gate being closd@ersomd from Smith Creek Rancbr a private gather
contractor would follow all of the procedures outlined mppendix D, Standard Operating
Procedures for Wild Horse (or Burro) Gathers.

Gathered horses thate identified for removalould be taken tdhe Indian Lakedholding
facility in Fallon, NV or the Pa@mino Valley Corrals near Sparks NVhe animals would be
transported either by BLM personnel, Smitre@rRanch personnel or a private contractor and
subject to all the stipulations lWppendixD. Horses that would be released back into the HMA
would havea freeze mark applied by either BLM personnel, Smith Creek Ranch personnel or a
private contractoHorses would not be held longer than five days at Smith Creek Ranch corrals.
Trap sites and holding facilitiegould not be located inside of Wildernesau@y Areas (WSAS)
Motorized vehicle usenvould only be permitted on authorized designated existing (cherry
stemmed) roads and trails extending into the WSAs.

An Animal and Plant Inspection Service (APHIS) or other veterinanaybe onsite during the
gaheractivities, as needed, to examine animals and make recommendations to the BLM for care
and treatmentAny wild horses residing outside the HMA boundaries, any weaned foals,
yearlings or orphaned foals would be removed and made available for adoptjoalifeed
individuals Old, sick or lame horses unable to maintain an acceptable body condition greater
than or equal to a Henneke Body Condition Score (BCS) of 3 or with serious physical defects
such as club feet, severe limb deformities, or sway backdAme humanely euthanized as act

of mercy, comprising on average about 0.5% of gathered hoMesisions to humanely
euthanize animals in field situationsould be made in conformance with BLM policy
(Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 260041) Refer to:
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/requlations/Instruction_Memos_and_Bulletins/national_instru
ction/2009/IM_2009041.html

Wild horse data including sex and age distribution, condition class information (using the
Henneke rating system), color, size and pihéormation may also be recordddair samples
couldbe collected on about ZB)0 animals to assess the genetic diversity of the herds.

Cold Spring Fuels Treatment

This 563 acre portion of the proposed action would modify the strueton@,nt,and continuity
of the vegetation adjacent to the community of Cold Springs, Ng&saMap 3 Appendix G
This would be accomplied using the following methods:

A prescribed fire plan would be designed and approved prior to implementation to remove the
existing vegetation, which consists primarily of invasive annual grasses and mustards. The fire
plan would be implemented by fire specialists and would be accomplished by hand crews and
engine crews under low to moderate spread potential conditions fallileé the yearbefore
November when livestock use this pastuf@e lines would be constructed by hand for the
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prescribed fire and then rehabilitated after the seeding efimrtontrol the spread of cheatgrass

after the prescribed fire the BLM, thrglu the use of a service contract, would spray imazapic at

a rate of .0625 pounds active ingredient per acre on up to 563 acres in the fal(@adtdéer or
December because of livestock udegsults of a study released in 2002 by BASF and Synergy
Resouce Solutions Inc. show that fire intensity can be significantly reduced in cheatgrass
infested areas treated by imazapfaiy et al. 2002 The study found that the height of flames

in treated areas can be reduced by as much as 88 percent and the rate at which the fire spreads
can be lowered by as much as 95 percent, compared to untreated areas. Use of imazapic would
comply with manufactuedirection and conform LM policy (BLM 2007b). Imazapac would

be applied using ground spray methods, vehicles, or manual application devices.

About one month after herbicide application, the fuels treatment area would be seeded with a
combination of ife resistant nomative and native species. Species composition and application
rate would be determined prior to implementation. Species under consideration for this project
are: Forage kochiaKpchia prostrata), Siberian wheatgrassAgropyron fragile (Roth)),
fourwing saltbush Atriplex canescens), Sandber g 8o sedorida) end batlebsush (
squirreltail Elymus elymoides). Due to the amount of rock in the project area, a combination of
aerial,drill seeding, ATV, and hand applications would Ised to plant the seeBroject asign
featureg P D fAppsndix A for herbicide application would be followed with the exception of
not spraying in fall

Monitoring / Adaptive Management

Best management practicegould be applied wherapplicable The principle of adaptive
management would also be used as treatment methods are applied and monitored for
effectivenessn meeting project objectives

Portionsof the project area ka not been inventoried for the presence of cultural resources.
Field inventory of cultural resources prior to implementation of any treatment entailing surface
disturbance is part of the proposed action, and treatments would be masdifiedded to protect
resources (see project design features for Cultural ResauBtéd) personnel would conduct a
pretreatmenffield reviewof the BLM lands in the project area to flag any current mining claim
markers, survey monuments, above ground improvements, or other vulnerable infrastructure for
avoidance during vegetation treatmentiaties. Treatment unit boundaries would be flagged,
including any islands to be avoided or modified for resource protection or ecological diversity.

Specific pre and posteatmentmonitoring protocols for vegetation and wildlife speciesuid
be developedby the BLM in consultation with projegbartners.Monitoring generally involves
activities such as vegetation transects, pipddds, wildlife surveys, soil testing, and other
minimally invasive procedure3helevel (amount) of monitoringonducted would beependent
uponfunding availability from the BLMandits partners. The following broad goals would be
addressed:

U Evaluate saggrouse response to treatment.
Evaluate migratory and resident bird species response to treatment.
Evaluate BLM gnsitive species response to treatment.
Evaluate hydrologic responseRdremoval and fencing.
Ensure initial fuel treatment objectives are met.
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Evaluate fuel load recovery.

Evaluate habitat characteristics.

Identify invasive species for subsequent tresit.

Assess condition and usage of existing roads in the treatment areas.
Evaluate response of wild horses to treatments.

[ et et e enHE e

If monitoring identifies detrimental changes in fuel lgadsgetation responsehabitat
characteristicsor other biotic indicatorassociated with completed or proposegatment,
additional treatments would be initiated to maintain objectives. Fencing, troughs, pipelines, and
other structures would be checked periodically by the BLMivastock grazing permittee to
assess if maiehance is needed.

Project Design Features

Project design features (PDFs) are included in the proposed action for the mfrpedecing
anticipatedenvironmental impacts which might otherwise stem from project implementation
The PDFs noteth Appendix Awould be integral to all activities and action alternatives

2.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternativeefers tothe current management situation. Under this alternative, no
treatments would be applied. The current trends of vegetation gematiivet meadow/riparian
declinewould continue.PJ would continue to increase in density and expand into sagebrush
communities and theesiliency andhealth of shrub and understory plants would continue to
decline. Conifers would continue to increase imgity around and within riparian hardwood
groves and cause them to decline. Hazardous fuel conditions would continue to accumulate
beyond levels representative of the natural (historic) fire regime and threaten to damage the
sagebrush, woodland, and rigarihardwood habitats throughet high risk of intense wildfires
difficult to control. Horse populations would continue to increase even further beyond AML,
which could cause harm to herd healthwell as continue to impact native plant communities on
which sage grouse and mule deer dependentOverall €osystem healthnd species diversity
would likely continue to decline.

For the Cold Springduels treatmentunder the No Action alternativihe restoration strategy

would not occur. Over timehis would likely lead toexpansionof the grasdire cycle. In
response to this increasing density of cheatgrass; fire frequency, fire size, and fire intensity
would continue to increase, further accelerating the loss of native plant communities. The result
would be a permanent vegetation type conversion from native shrublands tpative
grasslands. The continuous fuels created by the invasive grasses means that more ignition
sources (i.e., lighting, cigarettes, vehicle sparks) would strike receptive fuelagralfge. The
increased frequency and size of fires would make it more difficult to control future fires and
protect other values of concern from being burned, such as infrastructure, and natural and
cultural resources.

The BLM would not conduct a cape/gather at this time. Direct management of the wild horse
populations in the Desatoya HMA would be deferred to a later date. The horse populations
would not be maintained at the AML, which represent the wild horse population being
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compatible with ensung a thriving natural ecological balance. The fertility control vaccine
would not be administered to mares within the HMA. A greater number of excess wild horses
would need to be removed in future gathers to achieve AML and to reverse resource degradation
from an overpopulation of wild horses. It is projected that by not applying a fertility control
vaccine to mares and not removing 48 excess wild horses at this time, future gathers would
need to remove over 75cess wild horses in 2014 from thMA in order to achieve low

range of AML. Compliance with the CRMP or with promoting a healthy natural ecological
habitat in conformance with rangeland health standards and the provisions of Section 1333 (a) of
the WFRHBA would not be met.

2.3 Other Action Alternatives

No other action alternatives were needed to address unresolved conflicts concerning uses of
available resourcest this time

2.4 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Analysis

WidespreadPrescribed Burning

Widespread use oprescribed broadcast burning was another alternative treatment method
considered but eliminated. Although much of the need for action has been caused by departure
from a natural fire regime, the plant communities and hazardous fuel levels have incyeéhsed t
point that it is too risky to reintroduce prescribed fire on a broad scale until other treatment
methods are strategically used to restore more natural conditions and in turn reduce the risk of
prescribed fire escaping control.

Remove or Reduce Liggock within the HMA

This action would not be in conformance with the existing land use plan and is contrary to the
BLMG6s musé missiprl as outlined in the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA), and would be inconsistent with th&FRHBA, which directs the Secretary to
immediately remove excess wild hors@slditionally this would only be effective for the very
short term as the horse population would continue to incréagentually the HMAs and
adjacent lands would no longer loapable of supporting the horse populatioRemoving
approximately450-525 excess wild horses now and treating released mares with a fertility
control vaccine would delay the need for future removal of excess horses and reduce the absolute
number of exceshorses needed to be removed in the futdoese populations can double every
four to five years without fertility control.

Designate the Desatoya HMA as a AWild Horse a
Designabn oft he Desatoya HMA as a fi W anatctoMundes43 and
CFR 4710.2 which would require the amendment of the CRMP, which is outside the scope of

this EA. Only the BLM Director or Assistant Director (as per BLM Manual 1203: Delegation of
Authority), may establish a Wild Horse and Burro Raafier a full assessment of the impact on

other resources through the lamsk planning procesas t hi s is not an fAexcl
it potentially would not change the level of livestock grazing permitted to occur in the area
There are currentlyour designated Wild Horse and Burro Ranges in the western United States

that are managed principally for wild horses and burros consistent with 43 CFR-21The%e
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are the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range in Montana; the Little Book Cliffs Wild HorsgeRan
in Colorado; the Nevada Wild Horse Range and the Marietta Wild Burro Range in Nevada.

Control of Wild Horse Numbers by Natural Means

This alternative would use natural means, such as natural predation, to control the wild horse
population. Thisalternative was eliminated from further consideration because it is contrary to
the WFRHBA which requires the BLM to prevent the range from deterioration associated with
an overpopulation of wild horsel is also inconsistent with the CRMP which diretttis BLM

to ARemove excess wild horses and burros from
(natural) ecological balance and multijples e r e | .aThe ajterrsmtivé @f dusing natural
controls to achieve a desirable AML has not been showe tedsible in the paswild horse

and burro population in the Desatoya HMA is not substantially regulated by predators, as
evidenced by the 20% annual increase in the wild horse populalibiss alternative would

result in a steady increase in the wildrée numbers which would continue to exceed the
carrying capacity of the range until all of the usable forage is exhausted after which a substantial
mortality event would be expecteHowever, prior to a substantial mortality event occurs the
majority of rative grasses would have been displaced by invasive weeds substantially reducing
the carrying capacity of the HMA for the foreseeable futimeaddition many wild life species
would be lost from the HMA as they rely on the native grasses or on specoésreiljion native
grasses.

Raising the Appropriate Management Levels for Wild Horses

The AMLs were established through Final Multiple Use Decisiongprocess following
completion of an irdepth analysis of habitat suitability, resource monitqripgpuldion
inventory data, and public input into theal decisionmaking This alternative was not brought
forward for detailed analysis because it is outside of the scope of the amalysss EA The
established AML for the Desatoya HMA is 1280 wild horseswith the current population
estimateat 543 horseghearlythreetimes the high AMI. The upper limit of the AML range is

the maximum number of wild horses that can be maintained within a HMA while maintaining a
thriving natural ecological balanesd multiple use relationship on the public landghen wild

horse AMLs areexceeded and maintained over time, overutilization of vegetation and water
sources by wild horses occurs, decreasing plant diversity and in turn changing habitat structure
(Beeverand Brussard 2000Presently bavy use is occurring on key forage grass species
causingsubstantial areas of the HMi& sustainvery few forage grassedt is estimatedhatwith

the 2012 foal crop the wild horse numbers could increase to approximgatelforses This
alternativewould not achieve andnanage wild horse populations withime established AMEk
allowing the BLM to attain the management objectives identified in the Carson City
Consolidated Resource Management Plan (CRMP), and the StafmtaREngeland Health &
Guidelines for Grazing Management (S&Gs) in the Sierra Front Northwestern Great Basin Area.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

This chapter identifies and describes the current condition and trexienoénts or resources in
the human environment which may be affected by the Proposed Action or Alternatives and the
environmental consequences or effects of the action(s).

Scoping and Issues

During the preliminary internal scoping January2011, BLM resource specialists identified the

following resources as being present and potentially impacted by the Proposed Action:
U Cultural Resources

Human Health and Safety (Redarg horse gather)

Invasive Nonnative and Noxious Species

Migratory Birds

Native Ameican Religious Concerns

Wetlands / Riparian Zones

Fish, Wildlife, and KeyHabitats (Vegetative Resources)

BLM Sensitive Species

Livestock Grazing

Fire Management

Wild Horses and Burros

Soils

[ ot an-E e et entA an-R e eI entAN eI e

Proposed Action

The scope of this EAddresses approximately 230,000 acres of prim&iily administered
lands within the Desatoya Mountain Range and adjoir@ngth Creek and Edwards Creek
valleys in Churchll and Lander Counties, Nevada. The elevation varies from approximately
5000 feet inEdwards Creek Valley to almost 10,000 fattpDesatoya Peak.

Supplemental Authorities

Appendi x 1 of BL M06-$790N)HdeMifieHSIuppkbmental KuthErides that are
subject to requirements specified by statute or executive tmdemust beconsidered in all
BLM environmental documents. The tabten the following pagelists the Supplemental
Authorities and their status in the project af€able4). Supplemental Authorities that may be
affected by the Proposed Action are further describéaisrEA.

Table 4. Resources considered for analysis based on Supplemental Authorities as defined by BLM’s Handbook
H-1790-1.

Supplemental Not Present/ Present/May Be
ppiem Present Not y bBe Rationale and/or Reference Section
Authority* ", Affected Affected***

The project area is not in a nattainment area.
During implementation of the project there woul
be a negligible increase in particulates (dust) a
pollutants from vehicle emissions and equipme
but the overall air quality of the projeata would

not change.

Air Quality

e ——————
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Present/
(\[o]
Affected

P;ﬁ?g&ﬁiﬁ’ Be Rationale and/or Reference Section

Areas of Critical
Environmental
Concern

Supplemental Not
Authority* Prf*sent
X

Resource is not present.

Cultural
Resources

Analysis carried forward.

Environmental
Justice

Resource is not present.

Farm Lands
(prime or X
unique)

Resource is not present.

Forests and
rangelands
(HFRA Projects
Only)

This is not a HFRA project.

Human Health
and Safety
(Herbicide

Projects)

Regarding herbicides, human, health and safe
would not be impacted to a degree that require
detailed analysis. If thieerbicides are applied to
control rabbitbrush, this treatment would be in
conformance witlthe analysis ithe Programmatic
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Buré
of Land Management Lands in 17 Western Stat|
EIS and Record of Decision (BLM 2007 his
includes proper safgy measures and the requireme
that the applicator be certified or under the dire
supervision of a certified applicator.

Analysis of Human Health and Safedgecific tothe
wild horse gathephaseof the EA is carried
forward.

Floodplains X

Resource is not present.

Invasive,
Nonnative and
Noxious Species

Analysis carried forward.

Migratory Birds

Analysis carried forward.

Native American
Religious
Concerns

Analysis carried forward.

Threatened
and/or
Endangered
Species

After consulting with the BLM wildlife biologist
and the USFWS website for Nevada, the only
federally listed threatened or endangered speci
within the project area is Lahontan cutthroat trout
Edwards Creekence maintenance atichited
individual tree removal alongdwards @eek would
have no affect on the streamtaout habitat.

Wastes,
Hazardous or
Solid

Fuel, motor oil, and any other hazardous produ
would be handled according to the Nevada Stal
EnvironmentalCo mmi ssi onds Ha

Management Practices.

Water Quality
(Surface / X
Ground)

Soil, Water, and Air program Best Managemen
Practices (Appendix B) would be implemented t
minimize/eliminate impacts and protect water

quality.




Supplemental Not Present/ Present/May Be . .
- Present [\[o] rx Rationale and/or Reference Section
Authority o Affected
Affected
Wetlands / X
Riparian Zones
Wild a_nd Scenic X Resource is not present.
Rivers

Wilderness / No direct treatments would be conducted in th¢
WSA X Desatoya WSA. No designated wilderness areq
exist.

*See H17901(January 2009) Appendix Supplemental Authorities to be Considered

*Supplemental Authoritiesletermined to be Not Present or Present/Not Affected need not be carried forward or
discussed further in the document.

***Supplemental Authoritiesletermined to be Present/May Be Aféelrthust be carried forward in the document.

Analysis carried forward.

Resources or UseSther Than Supplemental Authorities

The following resources or uses, which aSuppl ement al Aut horities
Handbook H17901, are present in the aré@able 5). BLM specialists have evaluated the
potential impact of the Proposed Action on these resources and documented their findings in the
table belowResources or uses that may be affected by the Proposed Action are further described
in this EA.

Table 5. Additional resources or concerns considered for analysis.

Resource or Issue Present/Not|  Present/May Rationale
Affected# Be Affected##

Treatment acreage would be less than 5000 acres
any given year, work would be conducted during tf
. week,and notice would be given regarding area a
Recreation X s . .
timing of treatment in any given year. Therefore,
impacts to recreational access and opportunities wi
be negligible.

No modifications would occur in the Desatoya WS4
VRM has not been designated within the rest of th
project area but it is considered a defacto Clas3 hé
level of change to the characteristic landscape from
Proposed Action is considered moderate would not
affect the current visual class

Visual Resources X

Fish, Wildlife, and Key

Habitats(Vegetative X Analysis carried forward.
| X | Analysis carried forward. |
| X | Analysis carried forward. |

In the project area there are numerous rigifiteay
and other land use authorizations. However, in th

X direct treatment areas there are no current land u
authorizations.
| X | Analysis carried forward. |
Analysis carried for\F/)vrz(ierSﬁ;L :orsesNo burros are
| X | Analysis carried forward |
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Affected# | Be Affected##
There is a public and scientific debate about huma
caused contributions to global climate change, ng
Global Climate Changsd X methodology currently exists torelate greenhouse
gas emissions (GHG) and to what extent these
contributions would contribute to such climate chang
There would be negligible contribution of GHG
Greenhouse Gas methane; no methodology currently exists to correld
Emissions GHG emissions from livestock grazing to any specif
resource impact within the project area.
#Resources or usegtermined to be Present/Not Affected need not be carried forward or discussed further in the
document.
##Resources or useletermined to be Prest/May Be Affectethust be carried forward in thdocument.

Resources Present and Brought Forward For Analysis

The following resources are present in the area and may be affected by the Proposedction.
ovewiew of cumulative effects starts on Pagge However, the cumulative effects analysis for
each resource brought forward is described separately under each resource section.

3.1 Cultural Resources
Affected Environment
In conformance witlBLM regulations (43 CFR Part 8100) and other fedenak, including the

Nati onal Hi storic Preservation Act (16 USC A
Part 800) as amended, BLM reviewed the immediate region for historic properties prior to a

federal undertaking. By definition, an historicppopt y i s a fAprehistoric o
building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of
Hi storic Placeso and includes fartifacts, re

withinsuchpr opertieso (36 CFR 800.16(1)(1)).

BLM defined the projecArea of Potential Effect (APE) as consisting of approxima8y000

acres of public land managed by the Carson City District, Stillwater Field Office and the Battle
Mountain District, Mount Lews Field Office of the BLM. Class Il cultural resource inventories
would be conducted in the area grfound disturbing treatmentapproximately32,705 acres
Approximately 8% or 4,036 acres of tB&,705 acres has been previously surveyed to Class llI
standards. To identify and avoid historic properties, Class Il cultural resource inventories and
analysis would be conducted for each phase of the project.

A BLM Class | records search of previous Class Il cultural resource inventories was conducted
for the areaof implementation. The review included the Nevada Cultural Resource Information
System (NVCRIS), the geodatabase and archives on file at the Carson City District (CCD), a
review of the current literatur®ingston 2002; Fowler 1992; and Pendletbale1983, General

Land Office recordsand the Nevad®8LM webpage Based on research, historic properties
represent significant past human use of the landscape throughout the Desatoya Mountains. These
include prehistorigeriod camp/habitation sitesgiited activity/procurement sites, rock art, rock
alignments, rock shelters and caves, and talus pits utilized over an extensive period of time
ranging from the Paleoarchaic (approximately 8500 BP) to the historic contact period extending
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through the ninetnth-century Ethnchistoric sites have also been documented for activities
associated with wood cutting, pine nut procurement, hunting and habitation sites associated with
historic ranch employment. Histosperiod debris scatters; stone structures anidihgs; roads
associated with mining, ranching, and transportation including the Pony Express and the
Overland Mail and Stage Routes.

Based upon the results of a BLM literature review at the Carson City District and NVCRIS,
eighteen Class Ill cultural seurce inventories have been conducted within the area of
implementation 2,705 acre$ between 1976 and 2011. Approximately one hundred and fifty
cultural resources (prehistoric historic and ethisioric) were documented and evaluated (91
eligible and50 non eligible).

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Each phase of this project has the potential to adversely affect cultural resources. Per 36 CFR
Part 800 and 43 CFR Part 8100 (BLM), as amenB&# is required to identify and evaluate
cultural resources within th&PE for each phase of this project. Historic properties identified

and evaluated as eligible under the National Register of Historic phaeéd be avoided during
implementation to result in a no adverse effect to the historicepsoftes) pursuant to 36 CFR

Part 800, in consultation with the local tribal enfiggs), in consultation with the Nevada State
Historic Preservation Office, and in consultation with Native American Tribes with ancestral ties
to the Desatoya Mountains.

To prevent unnecessary or undue degradation to known and unknown historic properties
vegetative treatmenta/ould be designed tavoid historic properties with adequate buffers
including development of mosaics to redugest implementation effectée.g. looting or
erosion); as well as direct effects during implementatidop(and scatter; hand thinning;
mechanical treatments (chipping and mowing); and prescribed burr). pflasnanticipated
historicera or prehistoric resources are discovered dyiogect activities, work would cease

and be reported immediately to the BLM.

No Action

If the proposed action did not occur, then no effect to cultural resources would occur from
treatments. However, the current fuel load could result in damage to knowknawmcultural
resources in the event of a fire.

Cumulative Effects

When combined with the effects from past present and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effects from the proposed action are expected to begihkegliThis is because of the
following; cultural resourcewould be identified prior to implementation or treatments; eligible
propertiesvould be avoided, and a programmatic agreement between the BLM, partners, and the
Nevada State historic preservationic#f would be developed for the life of the project in order

to ensure compliance with the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966).
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3.2 Native American Religious Concerns
Affected Environment

Two Native American Tribes have cultural affiliation with the project area, the Fallon Paiute
Shoshone Tribe and the Yomba Shoshone Tribe. Per 36 CFR Part 800 and 43 CFR Part 8100
(BLM), as amended, correspondence includirggaeral summary othe proposd projectand

a map of the Project AP®&as sento the Yomba Shoshone Tribal Council and Fallon Paiute
Shoshone Tribes (February 2, 201Agdditional written and face to face correspondence is
described inSection 1.8 Scoping and Identification of Issues. Consultation documentation for

five previous inventories (2062011) indicates that tribal comments and concerns consisted of
the following: avoidance of historic properties; the development of agreements/contracts to
participate in the removal of the wo products for use or sale by the Tribe(s) and continued
consultation for each phase of the proposed project in cooperation with the BLM.

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Any proposed activities may potentially have an effect on known andowmkrhistoric
properties and Traditional Cultural Placdse BLM has been andould continue to conduct
government to government consultation with the Fallon P&bteshone Tribe and the Yomba
Shoshone Tribe during all phases of the Project. Per 36 CEB(®nand 43 CFR Part 8100, as
amended, BLM would review tribal concerns as identified and conduct Native American
coordination and consultatiofor each phase of the project including but not limited to
correspondence includinggeneral summary and mapthe current phase of the project, results
of each cultural resource inventofgce to face meetings, and field trips to the project area with
Tribal Council members and other staff as requested.

No Action
If the proposed action did not occur, thenchange in current concerns would happen.

Cumulative Effects

When combined with the effects from past present and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effects from the proposed action are expected to bgibkgliThis is becaugdative
American representatives would be consulted before treatments were implemented, and values of
interest to Native Americans would be protected from both the impacts of treatment and the
impacts of catastrophic wildfiré treatments are successful

3.3 Fish, Wildlife, and Key Habitat (Vegetative Resources)
Affected Environment

Based on th&outhwest Regional GAP Analysis Projegcth e Nevada Depart ment
Wil dlife Action Pl an (2006) characterized N
ecologial system groups and linked those with Key Habitat types, which are further refined into
O —
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Ecological Systems characterized by plant communities or associatl@GS( 200h The
primary Key Habitat types found in project arese displayed inTable 11 Appendix F and
described belowA few of the known or potential wildlife species that could be supported by the
plant communities are displayed Trable 12 Appendix F. Because intensive plant and animal
surveys have not been completed, abundance anddit&in of most wildlife species can only

be inferred from available habitat. Key habitats are delineated using GIS vegetation data
(Peterson 2008

Key Habitats

Intermountain Cold Desert Scrub® Appr oxi mately 8% (19,232 acres
containsthis key habitat. However, direct treatment areas (gag@ese and woodland treatments,

32,705 acres)are not proposed within thigabitat. Annual rainfall tends to be low-83in) and

wildlife are generally not found in great densities. Lizards are the most diverse and abundant
assemblage of species foumdthin this habitat Winterfat is a key forage species for some

wildlife, in particular, pronghornHowever, nany speciesnove betweertold desert scrub and
sagebrush habitats for various life requirements such as foraging and nesting. For instance, kit

fox use the sandy soils for denning in cold desert scrub habitat but also foragey in

sagebrush plant communities (NDOW 2006).

Sagebrush® Appr oxi mately 62% (@rbdctlarexcchididsthialey ralsitat. of t |
Vegetative composition in sagebrush habitats can be highly variable depending on rainfall,
elevation, and sjme aspect. However, pinyon aad/juniper trees should be a very minor
component, which is considered early transition (Phasen) sagebrush to woodlands. Within

the delineated saggouse treatment are#sl8,663acres) NRCS soils surveys indicate tha
approximately 65% (12,609 acres) of the acreage should be composed of various sagebrush plant
communities ((low sagblack sageArtemisia arbuscula Nutt. - Artemisia nova A. Nelson &

big sage communitieAftemisia tridentata Nutt. spp)). However,according to GIS data only

32% (6,567 acres) of the proposed treatment area has relatively intact sagebrush and associated
understory vegetation. In the woodland treatment afeb3479 acres),NRCS soils surveys

indicate approximately 66% (8896 acres)ltd area should be sagebruBht according to GIS
vegetationdatg only 11% (1482 acres) of the proposed treatment area has sagebrush dominant
plant communities; with most of ti&Jcover estimated to be in mtdansition (Phase Il) and late
transition Phase lll) from sagebrush to woodlar{d@hase I: trees are present but shrubs and

herbs are the dominant vegetation that influences ecological processes on the site; Phase II:

trees are co-dominant with shrubs and herbs and all three vegetation layers influence ecological

processes on the site; Phase IlI: trees are the dominant vegetation and the primary plant layer
influencing ecological processes on the site (Miller et al. 2005)).

IncreasingPJencroachment into sagebrush communities has been shown to rekaldecline

of shrubs and herbaceous vegetatiBarkhardt and Tisdale 1969, Adams 1975, Bunting et al.
1999, Miller et al. 2000, Roberts and Jones 2000a&fen et al. 2003 This increase irPJ

density and distribution has often resulted in negative impacts to soil resources, plant community
structure and composition, forage availability, water and nutrient cycles, and wildlife habitat
(Miller et al. 2000,Miller et al. 20®). While a low level oPJadds structural/vertical diversity

to the landscape and increases habitat values for many species such as pinyon jay and mule deer,
a continual increase in dominance causes a general decline in species richiodiss,
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abundance, and wildlife diversityM(ller et al. 2003. Greater saggrouse Centrocercus
urophasianus) and other sagebrush obligate species, such as sage spamphsgiza belli )
and Br ewer %pigelladnewen),rappear o be the most negatively affected wildlife
species byPJexpansion and increasimgnsity For instance,n the Dalton and Porter Canyon
areas, wet meadows used for brood rearing by-gegese are being degraded in large part by
uptake of watethroughincreasing expansion and densities of PJ into sagebrush habitat.

Lower Montane Woodland® Appr ox i mat el y 27 %projetlate®@omtainstaic r e s )
key habitat, which consists primarily ofPd community (96%) dominated by a mix of singleleaf

pifion @Pinus monophylla) and Utah juniper Juniperus osteosperma), pure or nearly pure
occurrences of singleleafrpgion, or areas dominated solely by Utah juniper. Western juniper
(Juniperus occidentalis) exists in small pockets throughodMountain mahoganyQgrcocarpus
montanus), Freemont cottonwoodP¢pulus fremontii), and quaking aspe®@pulus tremuloides)

are also found in small areas and abundance throughout the project and are crucial for landscape
diversity in both vegetation and wildlife species.

Within the proposed woodland treatment areas, NRCS soils surveys indicate that approximately
34% (4,583 acres) of trecreage should be woodland. Buatording to GIS data, approximately

86% (11,592 acreg)f the treatment area BJwoodland with primarily Phase Il arnghaselll
densities. These densities have been shown to exhibit decreased abundance of several currently
decliningPJdependent bird species such as pinyon @@aynhorhinus cyanocephalus), mountain
chickadee Foecile gambeli)), and western scrub jaygthelocoma californica) when compared

to Phase 1 densitie&BBO 2010. Forwoodland dependeird speciesopen canop¥Jwith a

robust and healthy understory existing in Phase 1 and some Pligsity stands interspersed

with small groves of high density trees (Phase lll) are preferable. A h&alstgnd should also
include diverse age classes with mature, dmading trees located across the landsc&BB0O

2010 and references thergiMule deer Qdocoileus hemionus) also are more abundant in Phase

1 or Il densities. According to NDOW biologists, mule deer numbers have been declining within
the project are@Jason Salisburgers comnNovember 2010

Intermountain Rivers and Streams St r eam aquatic habitats within
variable and are subdivided into montane andmsohtane aquatic habitat®epending on the
vegetation structurevarious species of birds, fish, raptors, amphibians, and aquatic invertebrates
canbe supported. Only a few hundred acres of this habitat exist withipréip@sedreatment

areas. Nonetheless, healthy riparian corridors are crucial to many species in Nevada and are the
hub of species diversity on the larger landscape. Smith and Ed@aedgs are within the

project areaand are designated by NDOW as fishable streahesording to NDOW data,
Edwards Creek supportsative Lahontan cutthroat trou¢Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi),

whichis federally listed as threatenexhdnonnativerainbow trout ©Oncorhynchus mykiss), and

both Edwards and Smith Creek suppwtrnativebrook Galvelinus fontinalis) and brown trout

(Salmo trutta).

Springs and Springbrooks’ Nevada has the most known springs
over 4,000 mapped. Thesary greatly intemperature and flow and are extremely important in

mai ntaining Nevadaods wildlife diversitaye ( Neva
areasof flowing water linked to the spring source such as Dalton Spring located in Dalton
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Canyon. Even small springs and/or flows can support important endemic gastropods and other
aguatic invertebrates as well as a diverse plant community including variatesspe forbs,
sedges, and rushes. While the actual amount of riparian/spring habitat is small in Nevada (<5%),
about 80% of all vertebrate species require this habitat. Consequaatiytaining health and
resiliency inthis key habitat is especially aaal for wildlife.

Porter and Dalton Canyorentainmultiple springs and springbrooks that support wet meadows
that have been shrinking, in large part frétdencroachment. In Dalton Canyon wild horses
have been major contributors to degradation as welPorter Canyon, 40 acres ofPJwere
removed in 2009 on private land that encompassed a large wet meadow that had beeome non
functional. The University of Nevada Reno set up an experimental watershed to assess the
change to the hydrology from tiRJIremoval while taking into account precipitation interception
rates of trees and rainfall differences from year to year. Preliminary experimental and visual
results indicate that the meadow is recovering well. Proposed treatments in Porter and Dalton
Canyon wald be monitored for effectiveness of treatments on the hydrology and in turn
recovery of this key habitat in degraded areas.

Big Game

Desert Bighorn Sheep- The desert bighorn sheep found in the proposed action area is one of
four desert subspecies bighorn sheepQuvis canadensis) found in North America. They prefer
rough, rocky, and steep terrain; require freestanding water in the summer months or during
drought; and mainly eat grasses, shrubs, and forbs.pidject areacontains105,221 acres
(46%) of occupied habitat, primarily in the Desatoya Mountains WSA.

Within the proposedreatment area-32,142acre$, 27,240 acres (84%) of potential and 3,145
acres (10%) of occupied habitat exist. The primary limiting factor® &eacroachment angild

horses. A crucial lambing area exists in the steep terrain directly west and northwest of the Cold
Springs proposed fuel breakOW 2010.

Pronghorn — Pronghorn Antilocarpa americana) have an evolutionary history of 20 million
years in North America. y were almost wiped out in the 1800s but have rebounded due to
changes in wildlife and rangeland management techniques. Pronghorn primarily eat forbs and
shrubs with grasses being the least preferred foragepmject aressupports about 149,168
acres §65%) of delineated yeapund habitat. Howeverproposed treatment areas only
encompass about 4,000 acoéshis habita{fNDOW 201Q. Freestanding water is very important

for pronghorn during the hot summer months or during droughtPanthn provide thermal

cover during extremely cold winter days.

Mule Deer— Mule deer Qdocoileus hemionus) generally browse on forbs, grasses, and shrubs
depending on the time of year. For instance, forbs and grasses are most important in spring and
summerwhile shrubs are most utilized during winter and the dry summer monthgrojeet
areaencompasses approximately 100,281 acres (44%) of crucial summer (30,024 acres), crucial
winter (9,489 acres), and year round habitat (60, Mid)e deer habitat encqmasses almost the
entirdy of thedirect treatment areas. The primary factors limiting distributibmule deerare
PJencroachment and water availability[OW 201Q. Approximately 52% (164, 245 acres) of
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the Clan Alpine HMA supports mule deer populasipmcluding crucial winter, summer, and
yearround habitat\\DOW 201Q.

Upland Game

The primary upland game species within area are Chukar Partidestofis chukar) and
mourning dove4enaida macroura). Healthy grings and springbroalareimportanthabitatsfor
the survival of these game birds.

Chukar Partridgeb T honsativespecies from the pheasant family was originally introduced
from Pakistan as an upland game bird. It can be found on rocky hillsides or open and flat desert
with sparse gray vegetation. They primarily eat seeds lduld forage on some insects
(Christensen 1996).

Mourning Doveb Seeds make up 99 percent of a Mourn
cultivated grains, wild grasses, weeds, herbs, and occasionally berriesnailsrare sometimes

eaten. Mourning Doves eat around 12 to 20 percent of their body weight per day (Otis et al.
2008).

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

The biggest challenges to wildlife in the project areakagehabitat loss fromPJencroachment

and increasing densityjoss of understory vegetation and degradation of riparian and wet
meadow habitat frorPJencroachment and overpopulation of wild hoysewl the potential for
climate change, which can increase fire risk when combiméd fuel loads associated with
increasedPJ density. Although climate change predictions are arguable, the Department of
Interior Secretarial order No. 3226, Amendment No. 1 states that potential climate change issues
be addressed in lortgrm planning douments. If predicted climate change should occur, the
habitat that wildlife species depend upon could be impacted through decreased plant species
diversity, increased fire frequency, and lack of water resources. At higher elevations or near
remaining wate sources, densities and competition among wildlife may incrédses it is

crucial to maintain or enhance habitats that can be resiliethietpotential effects of climate
change fluctuations

Operations involving the removal &Jby any of the methods could cause direct, stesrh,
localized impacts to wildlife species. A few ground dwelling rodents and reptiles could be
trampled or have burrows destroyed from equipment or people. However, displacement to big
game, upland gamend resident bird species would be temporary and would only occur in areas
of less than 5,000 acres in any given year. Old growthodiner trees with obvious signs of
wildlife use, such as nest cavities or raptor nests, would be left intact. Downedtideft aver

slash may decrease habitat for some species while enhancing cover and nesting opportunities for
other individuals. In fact, the removal and/or reductiorPdfis expected to translate into an
increase in grasses, forbs, and shrubby browseiespdicus increasing health, vigor, and
palatability of winter forage for deer and pronghorn as well as providing increased forage for
seed/grass eating lizards and rodeR@semoval is also expected to increase the amount of water
available in the overhlwatershed. This increased water availability is expected to enhance
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degraded wet meadows through ground water rechargevthddl in turn increase spring and
springbrook flows. Enhancing overall watershed health is expected to increase or maintain water
flowing during drier yearsn Edwards and Smith Creeks. Creating or maintaining a mosaic of
habitat types across the project area is expected to increaseraatht@inspecies diversity and
increase resiliency to climate fluctuations.

Operations involnng the installation of fences, water troughs, and pipelines also could cause
direct, shortterm, localized impacts to wildlife species through displacement during construction
activities such as noise or mortality caused by vehicles or trenching equigfeaoing may

cause certain individuals to change their normal path or expend energy jumping over the fence.
BLM fencing standards would be adhered to and have been designed specifically to minimize or
alleviate the potential for large ungulates to get hupgand die when going under or over a
fence. If pipe rail fencing is used, no mortalgylikely to occur because there are no wires to get
tangled up in and visibility is high.

Because of physiologywild horses primarily eat native bunchgrassebken availablg
consequently dietary overlap between horses and mule deer, as well as pronghorn, has been
documented as minimal (1%). Dietary overtdpwild horseswith desert bighorn sheep has been
documented around 50% when averaged throughout théiyaaley & Hanley 1982, Hansen et

al. 19773. However, native plant communities can only sustain a certain level of grazing
utilization. The upper limit of the AML range is the maximum number of wild horses that can be
maintained within an HMAo achieve ahriving natural ecological balan@nd not adversely
impact the plant community in combination with other multiple uses such as wildlife and
livestock grazing. The proposed action would also help in achieving and maintaining the wild
horse populations witn AML, thus vegetative health within key habitats would be promoted. In
the 2010 grazing year despite above average precipitation during the growing beasguse
wasdocumentean approximately 88,657 acres, which represent most of the accessdseofir

the HMA that support forage grassedthough grazing data doesot specifically separate
livestock utilization from wild horse use; livestock grazing is a perniitieditored use
controlledby the BLM. The wild horse AMLs for the HMAare currently nearly three times
greater than theigh AML. Theover population of wild horsesortribute heavily to the over

use of native plant communities.

When AML is exceedednd maintainecover time overutilization of vegetation and water
sources by wild horseoccurs, decreasing plant diversity and in turn changing habitat structure
(Beever and Brussard 2000, and references thefHiis is currently occurring in parts of the
project areaBeever at al. 2008 conducted a study of vegetation response to rehbuedes in

1997 and 1998 (part of study was in the Clan Alpine HMich is close to the Desatoya
HMA). The paper concluded that horsenoved sitesxhibited 1.11.9 times greater shrub
cover, 1.21.5 times greater total plant covei,12 species greater plant species richness, and
1.9/ 2.9 times greater cover and 1214 times greater frequency of native grasses ithéworse
occupied sites.

However effects ofwild horses are not uniform across the landscape. For instance, Wwotgds
most utilize areas of the HMAs that have more grasses because they are primarily grazers.
However, vhen horses are substantially over AML theyuld alsoovergraze stub species such
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as winterfat, budsage, and fewing salt bushwhich takes away available forage for browsers
such as mule deewhile impacts to water from horses are different than cattle due to behavior
(horses tend to not linger at a source and dnrtke morning and at night), decreased cover and
diversity of grasses and shrubs as well as decreased mammal burrow density have been
documented fromvild horses at water sourcéBegever and Brussard 2000, Ganskopp and Vavra
1986. Small mammals are agy base for many species. Thus, less prey can negatively affect
raptors and carnivores that may inhabit the area.-§amese require specific amounts of grass
cover for optimal nesting habitat, an abundance of forbs for memthg habitat, and free veat

with sufficient vegetatiorto support insects and to provide cover (Connelly et al. 2000).
grasges are continuallyverutilized sagegrouse habitat can be negatively affect€deping

wild horses at AML is expected to alleviate these effects.

So overall, if the gather andhmunecontraception efforts are successful, increased understory
plant species and covehealthier wet meadows in Dalton Canyamd elswhere and
maintaining less competition for forage would benefit species dependenesen kby habitats

for food, water, and cover. Additionally, species that prey on wildlife that inhabit these plant
communities, such as golden eagles, may benefit from an increased prey base over time.

Noise and habitat loss from installation of growmater monitoring wells, flumes and gauging
stations, soil moisture probes and control housing, and rainfall experiment mini flumes could
cause direct, shoterm, localized impacts to individuals through temporary or permanent
displacement. Direct habithiss would be minor (< 500 square feet) and the fencing for the soil
moisture probes are temporary.

The herbicide proposed to be used in the Cold Springs fuel break is imazapiz,4D would

be used for rabbitbrush and decadent sagebrush comtrel.ewvironmental risks of these
herbicides were analyzed in the Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM lands in 17
Western States Programmatic EE®Q7). The application scenarios for the risk categories for
terrestrial animals were direct spray,-ate drift (wind erosion), indirect contact with foliage
after direct spray, ingestion of contaminated vegetation or prey, and runoff, which includes
percolation to the root zone, at typical and maximum application rates. The Proposed Action
would not exceg the maximum application rates. The assessments also included the risks from
typical adjuvants. Thesaid in proper wetting of foliage and absorption of the active ingredient
(e.g imazapic) into plant tissue. Adjuvant is a broad term that includes wuntgcselected oils,
anti-foaming agents, buffering compounds, drift control agents, compatibility agents, stickers,
and spreader8(M 2007c).

The risk assessment concluded that in general, imazapic, even at high doses, does not adversely
affect terrestrial animals, including invertebrates, as it is rapidly metabolized in urine and feces
and does not bioaccumulate in animal tissue. The docuneérgtate that during pregnancy
mammals may be more at risk and ldegm exposure had negative effects on birds. However,
application of imazapievould occur in the fall/winter, which is outside of the gestation period
for most animals that may use the jpad area; therefore these risks would likely be negligible
(BLM 2007b, BLM 2007c).

2,4-D can present risk to some wildlife species due to direct spray, consumption of the recently
sprayed vegetation, and consumption of contaminated insects. Howeveain@dbeproject
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design features for herbicide use would avoid contamination from direct spray or consuming
contaminated insects through timing restrictiomke herbicide would only be applied to cut
branches after mowing, pteeatment sweep for nests,dathe fact that the monotypic stands of
rabbitbrush that exist do not provide quality nesting or foraging habitat. Also, due to limited
residual activity, any incidental contamination to individuals would be very -gkont (2
weeks).If active nests areofuind the area would be avoided.

Herbicides could come into contact with and impact-tawget plants through drift, runoff, wind
transport, or accidental spills and direct spraying. Potential impacts include mortality, reduced
productivity, and abnormalrgwth. However projectdesign features, which are associated with
the standard operating procedures outlined in the Record of Decision for the Vegetation
Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM lands in 17 Western States Programmatic EIS (2007),
would minimize or eliminate these risks to wildlife habitat adjacent to the project site. In fact,
2,4-D has limited residual activity (2 weeks); therefore any incidental contamination risk-to non
target plants would likely be negligible.

No Action

Overutilization of forage by freeoaming horses would continue to occur if population numbers
stay above or increase above the current lev806f% above high AML. Some Key Habitats
could become further degraded by contiredéncroachment, which would decredssge and
cover available to sagebrush dependent wildlife species. Further incredgdenisity would
further increase the catastrophic fire risk over time as well as diminishing available quality
woodland habitat for woodland dependent species. @verit is expected that the diversity and
abundance of species that inhabit fneject areavould decrease, which may in turn decrease
the prey base for wildlife species that forage in the area.

Cumulative effects

When combined with the effects fropast presentand reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effects from the proposed action to key habitats, and in turn fish and wildlife, are
expected to baegligible or positiveThis is becausene proposedaction would help accomplish

the djectives ofenhancing and/or maintaining resilient plant communities and watersheds by
reducing loss of sagebrush communitied?J encroachmentstabilizing the loss of sagebrush
from future wildfire; decreasing oveutilization of vegetative resourcey lexcess wild horses;
generallyincreasing plant diversifyand improving and maintaining wet meadows, springs, and
riparian areas that are so crucial to fish and wildlife inptiogect area

3.4 Migratory Birds
Affected Environment

On January 112001, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13186 (EO) placing emphasis on
the conservation and management of migratory birds. Migratory birds are protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) and the EO addresses the responsibilittederfl
agencies to protect migratory birds by taking actions to implement the MBTA. BLM
management fomigratory bird species on BLNMdministered lands is based on Instruction
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Memorandum No. 206850 BLM 2007a). Based on this IM, migratory bird specie$ o

conservation concern include O60Species of Con
Desired Conditionsd (GBBDC)USFW3h2e@e | i sts wer e
Golden Eagle

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (1940 as amended 1959, 1962, 18jrbfibits

the take or possession of bald and golden eagles with limited excepiaess defined in the

Eagl e Act, includes fAto pursue, shoot, shoot
or disturbo. A Di st athebadbaldnoe gollen edyle  a degreetthamttcauses r b
or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available, 1) injury to an eagle, 2) a
decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding or
shelterng behavior, or 3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding,
feeding or sheltering behavior. o

Important eagleuse areais defined in the Eagle Act as an eagle nest, foraging area, or
communal roost site that eagles rely on for breeding, sheltering, or feeding, and the landscape
features surrounding such nest, foraging area, or roost site that are essential for thedcontinu
viability of the site for breeding, feeding, or sheltering eagles. Portions of the proposed action
area are considered important eagge areas.

Migratory birds arelependent upon all the Key Habitats that exist in the project area, which are
described in detail under the Key Habitats subsection in Chaptarde, old pinyon or juniper

trees in the project area may support cavity nesting species such as northernGbtdeteq

auratus) and American kestrelFéalco sparverius). Migratory brd species expected or found

within the proposed action boundary are displayedable 12 Appendix F. Diversity and

richness of species is expected to be highest in areas that are in Phase | and early Phase I
densities. In factpifion jays, mountain chkadeegPoecile gambeli), and scrub jays (although

these species are not migratory) are more abundant in this type of woodland compared to Phase
lll, but have had significant declines documented despite an increBsevoodlands across the
landscapeGBBO 2010 and references thereiBecausenuch of the project arda exhibiting

late Phase Il to Phase Il woodlands, it is expected that these species, as well as sagebrush
dependent bird speciesyould undergo further declines. Furthermore, in generdbck of
understory vegetation in sagebrush habitats i
consistently available, pre and post treatment monitoring of multiple bird speoigdd be
assessed for treatment response for the life of thegbroje

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

If wild horse gather operationsvolve the use ofa helicopter itwould not directly impact
populations of migratory bird species because operations would occur after breeding season
when species are not present. However, for reasons described in the environmental consequences
section under th&ish, Wildlife, and Key Habitat category, attaining proper AMlevels of

wild horsesshould help restore degraded habitat conditions that benefit migratory bird species
that utilize these Key Habitats. Attaining and maintaining proper AML may also help to maintain
Key Habitat areathat exhibit healthy vegetation in their current state.
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The proposed action regarding the use of herbicides would have negligible negative effects to
migratory birds because the treatment would occur outside of the breeding/nesting season for
imazapic andpretreatment sweeps would occur for nests before mowing and applyify. 2,4
Furthermorethese treatments are proposedabitatthatis marginal or nonexistent because it

has been destroyed by firenazapic does not cause adverse effects in birdssegpim short

term acute exposuréBLM 2007c) Additionally, 2,4D does pose moderated risk to birds that
consume contaminated food. However-DR,4as a ten day haliffe and mowing the rabbitbrush
thenapplyingthe herbiciddo cut branches would minize any potential risk toigratory birds

that may be in the treatment area immediately following applicé8bM 2007hc).

No Action

Overutilization of forage by freeoaming horses would continue to occur if population numbers
stay above or increase above the current lev@006f% above high AML.In the 2010 grazing

year despite above average precipitation during the growing seaaoy (fover use) use was sustained on
approximately 88,657 acres, which represent most of the accessible areas of the HMA that support forage
grassesSome Key Habitats could become further degraded by con®d@adcroachment, which
would decrease foragand cover available to sagebrush dependent migratory bird species.
Further increases é¢fJdensity would further increase the catastrophic fire risk over time as well
as diminishing available quality woodland habitat for woodland dependent species.n@vér ti

is expected that the diversity and abundance of species that ithalptoject areawould
decrease.

Cumulative Effects

When combined with the effects from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effects from the proposed action to key habitats, and in turn migaathmgsident

birds, are expected to be nejfile or positive This is becausthe proposedaction would help
accomplish the objectives afnhancing and/or maintaining resilient plant communities and
watersheds byeducing loss of sagebrush communittesPJ encroachmentdecreasingPJ
densities for woodland bird speciesabilizingthe loss of sagebrugind woodland$érom future

wildfire; decreasing oveutilization of vegetative resources by excess wild horgesgrally
increasing plant diversity; and improving and maintaining wet meadows, springs, and riparian
areas that are soucial tomany birdsin theproject area

3.5 BLM Designated Sensitive Species
Affected Environment

Species designated as Bureau sensitive must be native species found -adiBliétered lands
for which the BLM has theapabilityto significantly affect the conservation status of the species
through management, and either:

1. There is information that a species has recently undergone, is undergoing, or is predicted to
undergo a downward trend such that the viability of the epemi a distinct population segment
of the species is at risk across all or a significant portion of the species range, or
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2. The species depends on ecological refugia or specialized or unique habitats en BLM
administered lands, and there is evidencé ghah areas are threatened with alteration such that
the continued viability of the species in that area would be at risk.

A list of sensitive animal and plant species associated with BLM lands in Nevada was signed in
2011 (BLM 2011). BLM-designated Seiisve Species use a variety of Key Habitats, which are
described in detail under the Key Habitats subsecti@hepter 3 $ection 3.3.1)Nevada BLM
sensitive species expected and/or found in or neaprbject areaare displayed iffable 12
Appendix F. Details of high priority sensitive species are described below. No BLM Sensitive
Plant species are currently known to occur ingt@gect arealf discovered during preeatment
surveys, they would be marked and avoided.

Desert Bighorn Sheep- Seedescription under Big Game

SageGrouse— In March 2010, the USFWS published the 12 month findings for petitions to list
the greater saggrouse under the Endangered Species Act ((1964) (ESA)). In these findings, the
sagegrouse that inhabit thprojectarea were found to be warranted but precluded by higher
priority listing actions, and were given a priority ranking of 8. Teject areaencompasses
192,755 acres of the Desatoya and 3,091 acres of the Reese Rivwgrasege Population
Management UnitsRMU). The direct treatment areas are wholly within the Desatoya PMU,
which totals over 508,000 acres with current sggeise population estimates ranging from
10001333 within the entire PMU. BLM Manual 6840 (Special Status Species Management)
directs theBLM to improve the condition of habitat as well as minimizing or eliminating threats
affecting the status of BLM Sensitive Species in order to avoid listing under the ESA. Sage
grouse nesting (lack of grasses) and bramating habitats (degraded meadowss)a major
concern. Saggrouse populations have been decliningthe Desatoya Mountains. Lack of
grasses in nesting bigat is documented as factor leading tonest predation and in turn
decreased nest success that can lead to decreases in popblatidenae Connellyet al. 2000.
Additionally, PJencroachment has been identified ramgge as a primary contributor to loss of
sagegrouse habitat. See description of existing habitat under the Key Habitats subsection
Chapter JSeeSection 3.3

Approximately 6 lek complexes (magestablished courtship sites) surrounded by intact quality
nesting habitaexist and are relatively close to brood rearing meadow habitat such as Smith
Creek Ranch or Haypress meado$agegrouse treatments would maimtaexpand, or open up
corridors betweenek complexesas well as enhance and restore degraded/encroached brood
rearing habitat in Dalton and Porter Cany@@eeMaps 4 & 5 AppendixG).

Raptors

Multiple species of raptors exist within the proposed action boundary and many aré BLM
designated sensitive species. Current diversity exists because of the proximity of multiple habitat
types that provide nesting, foraging, and roosting sites. For ogstaorthern goshawks and

prairie falcons have documented nests in aspen/cottonwood stands in riparian areas associated
with Edwards and Smith Creeks, but roost in old groRdistands and forage in sagebrush or

cold desert scrub habitats. Northern gosheake adept flyers when foraging but need open
canopy woodland¢Phase Iwith a significantunderstory thasupports an abundant prey base.
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Thus, increasing density dPJ woodlands to Phase Il and Phase Il decreases foraging
opportunities for this spe@eas well as others. Prairie falcons are also known to nest in cliff
areas similar to golden eagle nesting habitat but need open shrub habitat for foraging.
Ferruginous hawks nest in juniper trees but prefer open sagebrush for foraging. Consequently,
Phasdl and Phase lIPJencroached sagebrush habitat is a primary detriment to most raptors.

Bats

Four sensitive species of batse known tanhabit KeyHabitats within theproject areaThese
include pallid batAntrozous pallidus), spotted bat§uderma maculatum), Townsend's bigared

bat Corynorhinus townsendii), and fringed myotisMyotis thysanodes). These bats use a variety

of habitats for roosting and foraginBrédley et al. 2006 Roosting habitats include crevices in
rock cliffs and rimrock, abedoned mines, abandoned structures, and in trees with loose bark
such as juniper Foraging habitats include open grasslands, stefpe, and in and around
trees. Most species fly from their day roosts to forage for insects and drink water, and then use
temporary roost to rest for a couple of hours during the night. After resting they return to
foraging then back to their day roosts. There is little information on bats and their foraging
patterns or roosting areas within {h®ject area

Pygmy Rabbit

Historical and recentrecords of pygmy rabbits exist within thgroject area However,
populations at this time are unknown. If funding is available systematic suweykl be
completed to assess potential and occupied haBigmy rabbits prefer talkands of sagebrush
with deep loose soils suitable for burrowing. Primasigebrushs consumed, but grasses and
forbs are utilized in mid to late summeMOW 2006 and references thereilf funding for
systematic surveys is not available,-meatmensweeps would be used to identify habitat.

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Impacts would generally be the same to BLM designated sensitive species as dasdhbked
environmental consequences section under Risd, Wildlife, and Key Habitat section
Maintaining, expanding, or developing corridors to facilitate gsggese connectivity between
core breeding areas and seasonal habitaisld be expected tincrease survival rate$?J
removal from encroached sagrlsh habitats should increase available habitat over time thus
increasing survival rates and helping to maintain or increase abundance-gf@age

Maintaining propewild horseAML should also help maintain habitat conditions that, over time,
may benét sensitive species that utilize these key habitats by providing a diverse vegetation
structure that provides for multiple life requirements that any given species may need to
successfully reproducdf the proposed action is successful, decreasing ctimopefor forage

from horses from current levels would benefit sensitive species dependent on these key habitats
for food, water, and cover. Additionally, sensitive species such as golden eagle or burrowing owl
that prey on wildlife that inhabit thproject areashould benefit from a robust prey base and
proper functioning water sources.
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No Action

Overutilization of forage bywild horses would continue to occas thepopulation numbers
continue toincrease above the current level&#00+% abovehigh AML. Some Key Habitats

could become further degraded by contir@déncroachment, which would decrease forage and
cover available to sagebrush dependsensitivebird species. Further increasesRaf density

would further increase the catastrophic fire risk over time as well as diminishing available
guality woodland habitat for woodland dependent spesieh as pinyon jayOver time it is
expected that the diversity and abundance of sensitive spbateshabitproject areavould
decrease. This in turn could decrease the prey base for BLM sensitive species that forage in the
area.

Without the Cold Springs fuels treatment, cheatgwasdd likely continue to outcompete native
vegetation in that preausly burned area. Continual fires in the area may spread cheatgrass to
surrounding areas, thus eliminating additional habitat that would otherwise be available to BLM
sensitive species that utilize sagebrush habitats for food, forage, or cover. Oyehisnceuld

lead to decreased population abundance for sagebrush dependent sensitive species, which is
contradictory to BLM Sensitive Species management.

Cumulative effects

When combined with the effects from past, present, and reasonably foredaaablactions,
cumulative effects from the proposed action to key habitats, and in turn BLM designated
sensitive species, are expected to be negligible or positive. This is beval®posed Action

would help accomplish the objectives @nhancing andf maintaining resilient plant
communities and watersheds Bducing loss of sagebrush communitied?J encroachment;
decreasingPJ densities for woodland bird speciestabilizing the loss of sagebrusind
woodlands fromfuture wildfire; decreasingoverutilization of vegetative resources by excess
wild horsesas well as livestock in some wet meadow grgaserally increasing plant diversity;

and improving and maintaining wet meadows, springs, and riparian areas that are so crucial to
multiple speces in theproject area

3.6 Invasive, Non-native, and Noxious Species
Affected Environment

Invasive species are defined by Executive Order 131f?rasn al i en speci es who
does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or haiurhan healib . Al i en
refers to a species that did not evolve in the environment in which it is found or in other words,
nonnative. This includes plants, animals, and microorganisms. The definition makes a clear
distinction between invasive and nroative species because many aatives are not harmful

(i.e. most U.S. crops). However, many invasive species have caused great harm (National
Invasive Species Council 2005).

Noxious weeds in Nevada are classified by the Nevada Department of Agriculture and the Plant
Protection Act (2000pnd aread mi ni st ered by the United State
(USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIBAble 6 gives examples and
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definitions of noxious weeds in Nevadéhe only noxious weed that cairrently documenteth
the project area is Tamarisk.

Table 6. Noxious weed categories, definitions, and examples (NDA 2010).
Type Definition Examples
Weedsnot found or limited in distribution throughout th
state; actively excluded from the state and actively
Category A eradicated wherever found; actively eradicated from
nursery stock dealer premises; control required by the
in all infestations
Weeds established in scattered populations in somg
counties of the state; actively excluded where possib
Category B actively eradicated from nursery stock dealer premise
control required byhe state in areas where populations
not well established or previously unknown to occur
Weeds currently established and generally widesprea{ Hoary cresgCardaria
many counties of thstate; actively eradicated from nurse draba
stock dealer premises; abatement at the discretion of|  Salt cedar (tamarisk)
guaran

Dy er 0 g(lsatiso g
tinctoria)

Spotted Knapweed

(Centaurea masculosa)

Russian Knapweed
(Acroptilon repens)
Scotch Thistle
(Onopordum acanthium)

Category C

CheatgrassBromus tectorum) is an invasivenon-native,annual grass currently scattered at very

low densities throughout thgroject areaThis invasive annual grass displaces native perennial
shrub, grassand forb species because of its ability to germinate quicker and earlier than native
species, thus outcompeting natives for water and nutrients. Cheatgrass is also adapted to
recurring fires that are perpetuated in part by the fine dead fuels that & leetviead. In general,

native plants have a difficult time thriving in these altered fire regimes.

Tamarisk Tamarix spp.) is classified in Nevada as a Category C noxious weed. There is a
documented infestation iBassie CanyanThere are 54 known species of Tamarisk which are
native to North Africa, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East. Tamarisk is fire adapted, each
plant can producap to 500,000 windblown seeds, the leaves and flowers contain few nutrients
for wildlife, and it tends to grow in riparian areas or where water is near the surface. Native
aguatic systems are disrupted because of long tap roots theapieleof intercepting deep
water tables and increased salinity of the surrounding soil after leaves drapn,Imative
species such awillow and cottonwood are displaced leaving poor habitat and forage for
wildlife. After burning or cutting, Tamarisk can easily resprout making it difficult to eliminate
(Muzika and Swearingen 2006

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Intact healthy native plant communities are more resistant to the establishment and spread of
noxious weeds By managing wild horses at a level compatible with the native plant
communities, noxious weedguld be less likely to become established and spread.

Under the proposed action, all treatment areas would be inventoried and monitored to ensure that
noxious weeds and invasive species woulddeatified and treated/here practicalAll noxious
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weeds discoered on the project area would be recorded, to include the species, size of the
infestation, cover class, distribution of plants (linear or irregular), and location. The Stillwater
Field Office weed coordinator would be notified of any weeds found anddecwith this
information All noxious weeds foundvould be treated and evaluateBreatment methods could
include BLM approvedbiological, cultural/mechanical, and chemical control. When applicable,
several of these methods would be combined into agratted pest management program in
order to reduce costs and risks to humans and the environment.

Wherechemical control is the treatment method, a Pesticide Use Proposal would be submitted to
the Nevada State Office weed coordinator, which would spduo#fyrtost appropriate herbicide

for the site and noxious weed species, as well as the application rate of the herbicide. Any
herbicide selection and application would be in conformance with Final Vegetation Treatments
Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Maeawent Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record of Decision (RBII) 2007a,b).

There may be an increased threat of noxious weeds being introduced into the project area by
administrative vehicles associatedtiwconducting the mechanical activities. Vehicles used
during the project would be cleaned prior to arriving at the job site. Staging ardrdumd

areas would be specified in the treatment plan to avoid areas of cheatgrass or otherheseds
treatment areas whebdomasswas removed would be at greater risk Wged invasion due to

the additional soil diturbance caused from removal and/or movement of the pjopgoer.

Seeding with native perennial plamould reduce the risk of invasive expes invasion.
However, additional inventory for noxious weeds would need to occur onafyeatreatment

and then would be included on a regular monitoring schedule.

Under the proposed action, the project area would be routinely surveyed along mahaay

other disturbed areas for new weed infestations and treated as described above. Areas previously
treated with herbicides would continue to be monitofidee occurrence of invasive and noxious
weeds would decrease in the lalegm as therevould be less competition between these plants

and the desirable perennial plante invasive plants would be treated if observed, allowing
more light, water, and nutrients for the desirable perennial spétiaddition, more monitoring

would be completed as pant this treatment, and this would prevent further spreading of weeds
and their more timely eradicatioWWashing of equipmentwould also prevent inadvertent
transport of weeds before and after treatment is conducted.

No Action

Under the no actioalternative, the Clan Alpine, Edwards Creek, and Porter Canyon Allotments
would be routinely surveyed along roadways and other disturbed areas for new weed
infestations. The Stillwater Field Office weed coordinator would be notified of any weeds found
andprovided with the species, size of the infestation, cover class, distribution of plants (linear or
irregular), and location. Treatment methods could include biological, cultural/mechanical, and
chemical control. When applicable, several of these methamlddwbe combined into an
integrated pest management program in order to reduce the costs and risks to humans and the
environment. Areas previously treated with herbicides would continue to be monitored.
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Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impact analysaseafor invasive nonnative, and noxious speciesnsists of the
Porter Canyon, Edwards Creeadndthe Clan Alpine Allotmentgonly 2.4% portion of) When
combined with the effects from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effects havieeen determined be positivEhe risk of wildfire would be reduced with

the reduction of cheatgrassthe Cold Springs treatment ay@aakingconditions more favorable

for the desired native plant species to become establi8ingdshort term and long term effects

that may be considered negative from herbicide application to control the invasiveativen

and noxious species would be nediigi since the herbicides would be applied as per label
instructions The decreasing of owvetilization of vegetative resources by excess wild horses
would also be a positive effect in enhancing plant communities to be resilient to invasive weed
invasions.

3.7 Livestock Grazing
Affected Environment

There are two permittees authorized to graze cattle on the three allotments encompassing the
project areaThe Clan Alpine allotment covers approximately 23,400 acres gbrthject area

and includes the Col8prings fuel break portion of the proposed action, which is in the Cold
Springs pasture. Currently 927 cattle are permitted in November in this pasture for a total of 914
Animal Unit Months (AUMs). Permitted livestock use on the Porter Canyon AllotmesQ3s

cattle from December @ntil Nove mber 30 f or a .tPerinitied use dénthe, 256
Edwards Creek Allotment is 2#&attlefrom December intil November 30 for a total of 3,309
AUMO s . Grazing for Edwards Cr e eikaceorddnceRvihr t er (
the Desatoya Ecosystem Management Plan, which allows for an adaptive management approach.
This management plan outlines an approximate grazing schedule, with the summer use areas
being predominantly in the foothills and at the highewvations. Winter grazing occurs mainly

on the flats.

The Desatoya Ecosystem Management Plan includes active management in changing on/off
times and grazing deferment to support growth of valuable plant species. The primary livestock
managementbols consst of early season deferment to favor herbaceous species and late season
deferment to favor woody speci€dther management tools include training the cattle on these
allotments to graze the uplands by use ofrifrian watering areas and using graziedpavior

as a culling criterionLivestock movement is timed to meet utilization objectives, and timing can
vary based on forage production, weather, livestock behavior, and progress towards objectives.

Through a cooperative agreeme8mith Creek Rancland the BLM developeda longterm
monitoring programthat provides feedback to the grazing program based on cooperatively
collected baseline datblpland monitoring included species composition, frequency, cover, and
utilization data Riparian monitoring inluded greenline, riparian cross section, aspen density,
and stubble height daténnovative solutions to resource issuesRorter and Edwards Creek
allotments hee resulted in significanimprovement irriparian and upland vegetatieonditions
which in turn benefits wildlife habitatHowever, riparian and upland objectives are not being
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met due to PJ encroachment coupled with overpopulation of wild horses that have degraded wet
meadows and sagebrush plant communities.

Native plant communities can only sustain a certain level of grazing utilization. The upper limit
of the AML range is the maximum number of wild horses that can be maintained within an
HMA to achieve a thriving natural ecological balareoed not adverselympact the plant
community in combination with other multiple uses such as wildlife and livestock grazing. In the
2010 grazing year, despite above average precipitation during the growing seasonshesay
documentedon approximately 88,657 acres, whicepresent most of the livestoekd wild
horseaccessible areas of the Desatoya HMA that support forage grasses.

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

The health, vigor, recruitment, and production of perennial grasses, forbs, and ateubs
expected toimprove following implementation of the vegetation treatraeartd wild horse
removal Successful treatmentsould provide an increase in palatable and more nutritional
forage forlivestockas well as reducing factors outside of the contrahefpermittee in meeting

the Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland HeBLiM(2003). Successfutreatmens should

help maintain restore,or increasesoil site stability, hydrologic function, and biotic integrity
This is expected tonaintain, restore, roincreasecapacity for the capture, storage, and safe
release of precipitation, the conversion of sunlight to plant and then animal matter, and the cycle
of nutrients through the environmerResilient plant communities have a greater ability to
recover fom random events such as wildlife or droughts, thus diminishing the duration of
potential grazing closures stemming from future wildfires or reduced potential AUMs resulting
from drought.

The fencing of the wet meadow in Dalton Canyon would limit caftéezing in this pasture to
lessthan 30 daysn the springandbr fall each year, the number of days dependent on the
number of cattle and the amount of forage availabligd horses would beliminatedfrom the
exclosure because it is notactical to allow a set amount of wild horses into an exclosure for a
specific period of timeThis would occur after 3 years of complete ffesin livestock grazing

This period of rest would not impact livestock AUMs because currently there is eddrtige
available due to the degradation of the Dalton Canyon wet meadow corfipeyproposed
pipelines and trougl inside the Dalton Canyon exclosus®uld provide water to livestock that
would be otherwise unavailable due to the brush fences that weutdnstructed téacilitate
recovery of the most degraded ar#laatare unlikely to recover aft& years of resfThe fencing

of the wet meadow in Bassie Canyon would limit cattle grazing to 100 to 150 head and serve as
an overnight holding pastur@/ater would be piped away from thgarian areaso that cattle

and wild horsewvould continue to have access to water. There would be less damage to springs
and spring developments so that the availability of water would be greater for all of the resources
dependent on watgincluding livestock.

Under the proposed action, tleenditions that can lead to extreme fire behawviauld be
reduced so the likelihood of having to close areas of the Clan Alpine, Porter Canyon, and
Edwards Creek Allotments to cattieazing in the future would bainimized
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Livestock may avoid portionsf the project area Wwegetation treatmentsr fence construction
coincides with cattle movememwtr use of an arealo reduce this potential impadivestock

grazing would not be selduled within the treatment areas during tree removal, shredding,
cutting, and piling. Also, cattle would not be present durmayving orherbicide treatment on
rabbitbrushor decadent sagebrudfor the Cold Springs fuels treatment, livestock would not be
directly affected because prescribed burning and subsequent herbicide treatment would not occur
in November, which is the only time livestock use the Cold Springs pasture.

During the baiting and trapping of the wild horses, livestock located near ttascoray be
temporarily disturbed or displaced by the increased activity during the trapping and loading
process; however, this would be minimal since there would not be very many horses being
loaded at one time. Livestock would move back into the area ttvechorses were removed and
hauled to a permanent holding facilitfhe use of a helicopter may also temporarily cause
avoidance of the trap site.

In managing wild horse numbers so that they are within the AMere would be less
competition between ti#e and horsesas well as wildlife,for perennial plants that are
considered palatable by both types of animals. The plants would not be utilized so heavily, which
would allow for an adequate amount of photosynthetic material remaining for the prodiction
carbohydrates to meet the growth and respiration demands of the plants. The plants would enter
dormancy with more root reserveShisis@expectecetaxt y e a
increase quality and abundance of forage.

No Action

Under theno action alternative, the amount of forage for livestao#t wild horsegrazing would

likely decrease over time since tRdwould continue toincrease irdensityleading to continual
crowdng out of more favorable perennial bunchgrasses, forbs, and shfhle rabbitbrush and
decadent sagebrush would continue to dominate certain areas if not removed, outcompeting more
palatable plant species preferred by catiled wild horses As grass species decline in
abundance, there would be increased use by lislestod wild horse®n remaining plants. The
health, vigor, recruitment, and production of perennial grassdss, and shrubs would decline

in the longterm due to a combination of factors, to include continued livestock grazing, wild
horses, wildlife, ad the competition with older trees and shrubs for nutrients, water, and light.
Riparian and upland objectives for Porter Canyon and Edwards Creek allowoaitdsontinue

to fail in meeting objectivebecause of the decline in key plant species. The result would be the
potential for a reduction in permitted grazing use as forage quantity and quality deeliaeise
Conformance with the Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland Mealtt likely not bemet

when a current assessment is undertaken in 2014.

The wet meadown the Crucial Mule Deer habitat, as well as Dalton Canyon and Bassie Canyon
would not be fenced, and the associated springs would not be developed at this time so cattle
would not be exdoded from tlese areas. The springbox, trough, and pipeline would not be
installed at Stoker Spring so that livestaukd wild horsesvould not be drawn away from the
spring for their water.
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Under the no action alternative, thenditions for extreme firdehaviorwould increase each
year on the Porter Canyon and Edwards Creek Allotments due to theupuiidlarge woody
material. The Cold Springs Pasture of the Clan Alpine Allotment is likely to expeséocer

fire intervals due to cheatgraabundane thus decreasing palatable winter forage over time.
This would increase the possibility that the allotments would be either partially or totally closed
to livestock grazing sooner and more frequently than under the proposed action alternative.

Under the no action alternative, there would be no disturbance to the cattle or resulting avoidance
to the project area since the mechanical treatment would not be done. Also, no wild horses would
be bait or water trapped so that potential disturbance would oot oc

Cumulative Effects

When combined with the effects from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effects havbeen determinetb be positive for livestock grazingand detrimental

under the no action alternativény negative, short term impacts to livestock grazing would be
minimal under the proposed action as there would be an overall improvement of the health,
vigor, and recruitment of perennial grasses, forbs, and shrub speqest due to decreasing of
overutilization of vegetative resources by excess wild hor3ée increase in ground cover
would decrease soil erosion and improve water qudlitye quantity and quality of livestock
forage would increase, which would promote herd health and economic stability

3.8 Wild Horses
Affected Environment

Detailed information about the history of the Desatoya HMA and the wild horse herd is provided
in the Desatoya Herd Management Area Plan/Capture Plan Update and Environmental
Assessment (EA) No. NN@30-03-022 (Jul,2003). The Desatoya HMA has not been designated
as fArangeo un d2 TheredBe c@remly fadui7 designaBed Wild Horse and Burro
Ranges in the Western United States that are managed principally for wild horses and burros
consistent with 43 CFR170.32. These are the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range in Montana;
the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range in Colorado; the Nevada Wild Horse Range and the
Marietta Wild Burro Range in Nevada. Only the BLM Director or Assistant Director (as per
BLM Manual 1203: Delegation of Authority), may establish a Wild Horse and Burro Range after

a full assessment of the impact on other resources through thedamiianning process

Table 3 summarizes the AML, current population, and estimated removal numbersefor th
affected HMA under the Proposed Actiohhe Desatoya HMA was last gathered to remove
excess wild horses in 2003 and 20@d4total of 302 horses were gathered and remd&=e
Table 7)
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Table 7: Removals, releases and treatment.

Wild Horses Total Remaiing

HMA GatherDate Wild HorsesGathered PostGather

Removed

Population

2003/ 127

2004

302 302

Desatoya

Results of Win Equus Population Modeling

The Win Equus Population Model was designed to project how wild horse populations may react
to different management techniquddhe Alternatives were modeled using Version 3.2 of the
WinEquus population model (Jenkins, 20089r results sedable 8on the following pagend
Appendix E. The best recruitment and mortality data available for these $iMAfrom the
Garfield HMA, also located in this distrid/sing the available data, results from the model show

that over the next ten years the rate of increase can be reduced from approximately 18% to 2.1%
for the Desatoya HMA with PZR2 contraceptioboosters given every three yearhis equates

to 808 fewer excess wild horses that would need to be gathered and placed into the adoption
program or sanctuaries.

The fATot al Number Removedod under the ANo Act i
to be removed in 10 years if the Proposed Action is not selected.
Table 8: Summary of Population Modeling Results for Desatoya HMA.

Ave. Pop. Size Ave. Growth Total Number Total Total Number
Alternative (10 years)* Rate Next 10 Gathered* Number Treated*
Years (%)* Removed*
113

Proposed Action 127 2.1% 1073 512
No Action 1447 18% 1320**
* Median Trial
** Median number of horses needed to be removed to equal the estimated population size under the proposed action
Female foals, (fillies) would ndde treated.

Appropriate management level (AML) for the Desatoya Herd Management Area (HMA) was
determined by allocating available forage between wild horses, livestock, and wildlife by
allotment.The AML within the Porter Canyon and Edwards Creek allotsitar the Desatoya
Herd Management Area (HMA) was established through the approval obDé¢batoya
Mountains Ecosystem Management Plan EA in 1999 EA # 98044. AML for the HMA that
overlaps with the Cold Springs Pasture portion of the Clan Algdioément was established
through a Multiple Use Decision in 199Zhe project boundargontains84% of the HMA
(136,00 HMA acresyvith approximately82% of those acres being contained within the Porter
Canyon allotment12% within the Edward<reek allotment, and5% within the Clan Alpine
allotment portion

Historically many wild horseshave usedareas outside of the HMAvhen populatiors have
increasd many times over the AMLtherefore wildhorses seek additional water and forage
when densities are aboveML . However, during the 2011 census only 14 wild horses were
outside of the HMA, likely because 2011 was an above average year for precipfdiomor

the Porter CanyqgrEdwardsCreek and Clan Alpinallotmentswasestablished at 467, 41-55,

and 3243 individuals respectively, with another AML of1% individuals being established for
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the South Smith Creek allotment, which is adjacent but outside of the project bqounday

total of 127180. A wild horsepopulation inventory was completéal theentireDesatoya HMA

on July 5, 2011. A total of 543 horses were counted and appeared to be, egty because

of an abundance of water over much of the Hst&mming froma longer, wetter than average

late winterspringin 2010 and 2011Fourteen wil horses were counted outside of the HMA at
that time.However, the horse populations have increased beyond the carrying capacity of the
range whichhas resultedn heavy use over much of the upland and riparian aBasng the
population inventorylight, the valley bottoms and the area around meadows near Haypress were
being heavily used by wild horses Heavy use is occurring on key forage grass species
Substantial areas of the HMA supply very little forage grasses or are too steep to be grazed,
however, approximately 88,657 acfesa 5 4 % aife ackelsbhlp wild horses and for the

most part cattleln the 2010 grazing year heavy use was documented for theseTdredsrage
grasses cannot sustain this level of use.

Table 9: County in which the HMA is located.

HMA Multiple Use Decision AML Distance from Nearest
County Acres
Name Date Range Town

Desatoya ChurchiII/Lander‘ 161,715

1992/1999

127-180 ‘ 60 miles E. of Fallon ‘

SeeMap 2AppendixG.
Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, approximately 43R5 wild horses would be captured, of which
approximately 80 excess wild horses would be removed. Approximately 127 wild horses would

be released back to the range after treatmebi ofiares (dependent onptare efficiency) with

PZR-22. Female foals (fillies) would not be treated. Excess horses to be removed would
primarily consist of the wild horses residing outside the HMAs and younger more adoptable
ani mals gathered from wi tudibetranshoded to Isl BldMsshort Th e s e
term corral facility where they would receive appropriate care and be prepared for adoption, sale
(with limitations) or for shipment to a grassland pasture facility (GRRY. old, sick or lame

horses and any animalstltar e covered by BLM&6s Euthanasia Po
to maintain an acceptable body condition (greater than or equal to a Henneke BC of 3) would be
humanely euthanized as an act of mercy. The resulting sex ratio would be approximately 60%
stdlions and 40% mares. It is expected that releasing additional stallions to reach the targeted sex
ratio of 60% males would result in smaller band sizes, larger bachelor groups, and some
increased competition for mares. More stallions involved in breestingld result in increased

genetic exchange improving the genetic health within the herd.

Fertility control would be applied to the mares selected for release, decreasing fertility and future
annual wild horse population growth within the HMAs. The dethjprocedures to be followed

for the implementation of fertility control are described in Appendix C. Each released mare
would receive a single dose of the tywar PZP contraceptive vaccine prior to reledisthe
proposed bait/water trapping and fetyilicontrol treatments prove to be unsuccessful in
maintaining population objectives, then it is anticipated that a follow up heliedgven gather

would be implemented in the Desatoya HMA every two to three years over the next 10 years to
R ————
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re-vaccinate he mares and remove excess animal. future gather activities would be
conducted in a manner consistent with those described for the late summer/early fall 2012 gather.
When injected, PZP (antigen) causes fhHes mar e
antibodies bind to the mareds eggs, which ef
(Zoo, Montana, 2000). PZP is relatively inexpensive, meets BLM requirements for safety to
mares, to the environment, and can be easily administered inettle Based on behavioral

studies, PZR22 does not cause significant changes in behavior at individual or herd levels
(USGS). Additionally, PZP contraception appears to be completely reversible.

The highest success for fertility control has been obtawtesh applied during the timeframe of
November through February. The application efficacy of they@ar PZP vaccine (representing
the percent of vaccinated mares that do not foal) based on winter applications netkbyage

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Winter Normal 94% 82% 94%
Summer Normal 80% 65% 80%

Onetime application at the capture site would not affect normal development of a fetus,
hormone health of the mare or behavioral responsestattions, should the mare already be
pregnant when vaccinated (Kirkpatrick, 1995). The vaccine has also proven to have no apparent
effect on pregnancies in progress, the health of offspring, or the behavior of treated mares
(Turner, 1997). Mares would fbaormally in 2012 (Year 1).

Ransom et al. (2010) found no differences in how-BRted and control mares allocated their

time between feeding, resting, travel, maintenance, and social behaviors in 3 populations of wild
horses, which is consistent withowe |l | 6s (1999) findings in anot
of PZRt reat ed and control mares did not di ffer
(2010) study. Turner and Kirkpatrick (2002) found that Ri#ated mares had higher body
condition ttan control mares in another population, presumably because energy expenditure was
reduced by the absence of pregnancy and lactation.

In two studies involving a total of 4 wild horse populations, both Nunez et al. (2009) and
Ransom et al. (2010) found thAZP-treated mares were involved in reproductive interactions
with stallions more often than control mares, which is not surprising given the evidence that
PZRtreated females of other mammal species can regularly demonstrate estrus behavior while
contraceted (Shumake and Wilhelm 1995, Heilmann et al. 1998, Curtis et al. 2002). Ransom et
al. (2010) found that control mares were herded by stallions more frequently thaneB{Zd

mares, and Nunez et al. (2009) found that #2Bted mares exhibited highefidelity to their

band stallion during the ndoreeding season than control mares. Madosky et al. (in press) found
that infidelity was also evident during the breeding season in the same population that Nunez et
al. (2009) studied, resulting in PAZRR&ed mares changing bands more frequently than control
mares. Longerm implications of these changes in social behavior are currently unknown.

The firsttime application of PZR2 at the capture site would not affect normal development of a
fetus, hormoa health of the mare or behavioral responses to stallions, should the mare already
be pregnant when vaccinated (Kirkpatrick, 1995). The vaccine has also proven to have no
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apparent effect on pregnancies in progress, the health of offspring, or the bethawated

mares (Turner, 1997). Mares would foal normally in 2012 (Year 1). There are always some
portion of the wild horse population, including mares, that manage to evade capture and some
mares produce a foal even when treated with-PZRssuring th@opulations will continue to

have reproduction occurring. The majority of mares vaccinated with PZP under the Proposed
Action would not produce a foal for the following 22 months, which would help maintain the
horse populations within the AML range. Itastimated that over the next 11 years gathering and
re-vaccinating mares every 2 or 3 years will result in at least178 fewer excess horses recruited
into the population. PZR2 can safely be repeated in 2 years or as necessary to control the
population gravth rate. The probability of lonterm infertility using PZF22 is very low, and

many mares retreated even after 3 years will return to normal fertility after the second treatment
wears off (Turner, pers. comm.). After the contraceptive wears off, thdapiopuwill increase

at or slightly above the normal growth rate for the HMA#e fertility control treatment would

be controlled, handled, and administered by a trained BLM employee. Mares receiving the
vaccine would experience slightly increased stiegsls associated with handling while being
vaccinated and freezwarked. Serious injection site reactions associated with fertility control
treatments are rare in treated mares. Any direct impacts associated with fertility control, such as
swelling or Iaal reactions at the injection site, would be minor in nature and of short duration.
Most mares recover quickly once released back to the HMA, and none are expected to have long
term consequences from the fertility control injections. Released stallionslsa be freeze
marked to aid in determining the accuracy of future inventory flights and efficiency of the
current gather.

Direct and Indirect Gather Impacts

The BLM has been conducting wild horse and burro gathers since th&9@0d. During this

time, methods and procedures have been identified and refined to minimize stress and impacts to
wild horses during gather implementation. The SOPs in Appendix D would be implemented to
ensure a safe and humane gather occurs and to minimize potential streésgirgntd wild

horses. Various impacts to wild horses as a result of gather activities have been observed. Under
the Proposed Action, impacts to wild horses would be both direct and indirect, occurring to both
individual animals and the population as a igho

In any given gather, gatheelated mortality averages about one half of one percent (0.5%),
which is very low when handling wild animals. Approximately, anothetesnths of one percent
(0.6%) of the captured animals could be humanely euthanizet gueexisting conditions and

in accordance with BLM policy, according to the Government Accountability Office (G&O

77). The data affirms that the use of helicopters and motorized vehicles has proven to be a safe,
humane, effective, and practical msedar the gather and removal of excess wild horses from the
public lands. The BLM also avoids gathering wild horses by helicopter during the six weeks
prior to and six weeks following the peak of foaling (pidril to mid-May), therefore the BLM

does not ge a helicopter to gather wild horses between March 1 through June&it under
emergency situations

Individual, direct impacts to wild horses include the stress associated with the roundup, capture,
sorting, handling, and transportation of the atgmdhe intensity of these impacts varies by
individual animal, and is indicated by behaviors ranging from nervous agitation to physical
O —
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distress. When being herded to trap site corrals by the helicopter, injuries sustained by wild
horses may include brus, scrapes, or cuts to feet, legs, face, or body from rocks, brush or tree

limbs. Rarely wild horses might encounter barbed wire fences and receive wire cuts. These
injuries are very rarely fatal and are treateesit@ until a veterinarian can examine tAnimal

and determine if additional treatment is indicated.

Other injuries may occur after a horse has been captured and is either within the trap site corral,
the temporary holding corral, during transport between facilities, or during sorting anahgandl|
Occasionally, horses and to a lesser extent burros may sustain a spinal injury or a fractured limb,
but based on prior gather statistics serious injuries requiring humane euthanasia are rare. Similar
injuries could be sustained if wild horses are gegt through bait and/or water trapping, as the
animals still need to be sorted, aged, transported, and otherwise handled following their capture.
These injuries result from kicks and bites, or from collisions with corral panels or gates.

To minimize thepotential for injuries from fighting, the animals are transported from the trap
site to the temporary (or shadgrm) holding facility where they are sorted as quickly and safely

as possible, then moved into large holding pens where they are providdethwiind water. On

many gathers, no wild horses are injured or die. On some gathers, due to the temperament of the
horses, they are not as calm and injures are more frequent. Indirect individual impacts are those
which occur to individual wild horses or bas after the initial event. These may include
miscarriages in females, increased social displacement, and conflict between males. These
impacts, like direct individual impacts, are known to occur intermittently during wild horse
gather operations. An exahe of an indirect individual impact would be the brie Ininute
skirmish between older males which ends when one male retreats. Injuries typically involve a
bite or kick with bruises which do not break the skin. Like direct individual impacts, the
frequency of these impacts varies with the population and the individual. Observations following
capture indicate that the potential for miscarriages varies, but is more likely if the mares are in
very thin body condition or in poor health.

A few foals may beorphaned during gather activities but every precaution would be taken to
avoid thesesituatiors. This can occur if the mare rejects the foal, the foal becomes separated
from its mother and cannot be matched up following sorting, the mare dies or mustdeehu
euthanized during the gather, the foal is ill or weak and needs immediate care that requires
removal from the mother, or the mother does not produce enough milk to support the foal. Due
to the timing of the proposed gather, it is unlikely that onpfuals will be encountered as the
majority of the current yearodés (2012) foal s
6-10 months old. In private industry, domestic horses are normally weaned between four and six
months of age. On occasidoals are gathered that were previously orphaned on the range (prior
to the gather) because the mother rejected it or died. These foals are usually in poor, unthrifty
condition. Every effort is made to provide appropriate care to orphan foals. Vetesnaudgn
administer electrolyte solutions or orphan foals may be fed milk replacer as needed to support
their nutritional needs. Orphan foals may be placed in a foster home in order to receive
additional care. Despite these efforts, some orphan foals may e humanely euthanized as

an act of mercy if the prognosis for survival is very poor.
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During summer gathers, wild horses may travel long distances between water and forage and
become more easily dehydratethe BLM staff (Contracting Officers(COR) and Project
InspectorgPl)) arecontinuously at the gather site to monitor weather conditions and health and
well-being ofthewild horses. Adjustments to gather ogiems are made as necessary to ensure
animal health and safety. Specific temperatmé distance parameters are set by the @GR

Pl to adapt the gather operations to site specific conditions and animal Masissummer

related concerns can be mitigated by conducting gather activities during the early morning hours
when it is cooleand by removing the helicopter pressure from wild horsesatesxhibiting the
symptomsof heat fatigue and dehydration until the horses regain their stamina.

Through the capture and sorting process, wild horses are examined for health, injury and other
potential physical defects. Decisions to humanely euthanize animals in field situations would be
made in conformance with BLM policy. BLM Euthanasia Policy2809-041 is used as a guide

to determine if animals meet the criteria and should be euthaniZedtre&SsOPs, Appendix D).
Animals that are euthanized for rgather related reasons include those with old injuries
(broken or deformed limbs) that cause lameness or prevent the animal from being able to
maintain an acceptable body condition (greater thraequal to BCS 3); old animals that have
serious dental abnormalities or severely worn teeth and are not expected to maintain an
acceptable body condition, and wild horses or burros that have serious physical defects such as
club feet, severe limb deforties, limb and dental deformities, or sway back. Some of these
conditions have a causal genetic component and the animals should not be returned to the range
in order to prevent suffering, as well as to avoid amplifying the incidence of the probleen in th
population.

Wild horses not captured may be temporarily disturbed and may move into another area during
the gather operation. With the exception of changes to herd demographics from removals, direct
population impacts to gathered horses have provem teraporary in nature with most, if not

all, impacts disappearing within hours to several days of release. No obseeifebis
associated with these impacts to gathered horses would be expected within one month of release,
except for a heightened awarea®f human presence.

It is not expected that genetic health would be impacted by the Proposed Action as the AML
ranges should provide for acceptable genetic diversity.

Over the next 10 years, implementation of the Proposed Action could result in as many as 808
fewer excess wild horsébat need to beemowed from the rangeFor every excess hordeat is
removed from the range and for which no adoption or sale demasid, dkere is a cosb the
American taxpayer of up to $12,000 care for eaclanimal overa 20 yearperiod (the average
lifespan of a wild horse cared for in a grassland facility).

Diet and Dietary Overlap with Other Species

Wild horses are not alorie their dietary needs on the range, which they share with many other
ungulates also looking for forage. Smith (1986) determined that cattle, domestic sheep, elk, and
bighorn sheep were the most likely to negatively interact with wild hoktasever, elkand
domestic sheep are not issues for the Desatoya HMA.
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Because of physiology, wild horses primarily eat native bunchgrasses when available;
consequently due to different food preferences, diet overlap between wild horses, deer, and
pronghorn rarely reaes above 20% (Hubbard and Hansen 1976, R. Hansen, R. Clark, and W.
Lawhorn 1977, Meeker 1979, Hanley and Hanley 1982). Dietary overlap of wild horses with
desert bighorn sheep has been documented around 50% when averaged throughout the year
(Hanley & Hanlgy 1982, Hansen et al. 1977).

The dietary overlap between wild horses and cattle is much higher, and averages between 60 and
80% (Hubbard and Hansen 1976, R. Hansen, R. Clark, and W. Lawhorn 1977, Hanley 1982,
Krysl et al. 1984, Mclinnis and Vavra 1987).thdugh horses and cattle are often compared as
grazers, horses have been cited as more destructive to the range than cattle due to their digestive
system and grazing habits. Horses are cecal digesters, unlike most other ungulates including
cattle, pronghar, and others, which are ruminants (Hanley and Hanley 1982, Beever 2003).
Cecal digesters do not ruminate, or have to regurgitate and repeat the cycle of chewing until
edible particles of plant fiber are small enough for their digestive system. Rumespesijally

cattle, must graze selectively, searching out digestible tissue (Olsen and Hansen 1977). Horses,
however, are one of the least selective grazers in the West because they can consume high fiber
foods and digest larger food fragments (Hanley aadiéy 1982, Beever 2003).

Wild horses can exploit the high cellulose of graminoids, or grasses, which have been observed
to make up over 88% of their diet (McInnis and Vavra 1987, Hanley 1982) when available.
However, this lower quality diet requires tlmatrses consume 6% more forage than a cow of
equal body mass (Hanley 1982, Menard et al. 2002). With more flexible lips and upper front
incisors, both features that cattle do not have, wild horses trim vegetation more closely to the
ground (Symanski 184, Menard et al 2002, Beever 2003). As a result, areas grazed by horses
may retain fewer plant species than areas grazed by other ungulates.

However,native plant communities can only sustain a certain level of grazing utilization. The
upper limit of the AML range is the maximum number of wild horses that can be maintained
within an HMA to achieve a thriving natural ecological balaaecel not adverselyripact the

plant community in combination with other multiple uses such as wildlife and livestock grazing.
By maintaining wild horsgopulation size within the AMLthere would be a lower density of

wild horses across the HMA, reducing competition for resesi and allowing wild horses to
utilize their preferred habitat. Maintaining population size within the established AMLs would be
expected to improve forage quantity and quality and promote healthy populations of wild horses
in a thriving natural ecologat balance and multiple use relationship on the public lands in the
area. Deterioration of the range associated with wild horse overpopulation would be avoided.
Managing wild horse populations in balance with the available habitat and other multiple uses
would lessen the potential for individual animals or the herd to be affected by drought, and
would avoid or minimize the need for emergency gathers, which would reduce stress to the
animals and increase the success of these herds over thHerong

Water
As with many other wildlife and domestic speliving in arid environmentghe availability

and location of water isritical not only for survivabut for habitat utilization (BLM 2002)wild
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horses have been observed to travel great distances tacandviter daily, and during dry
summer months when less water is available from seasonal sources, horses remain slightly closer
to perennial water sources than in the winter and spring (Ganskopp and Vavra 1986, R. Hansen,
R. Clark, and W. Lawhorn 1977). &h prefer to drink during the first part of daylight or the last,

and were not observed to linger at the water source (Ganskopp and Vavra 1986).

Horses have been found to have some effect on the frequency of use of a water source by other
wildlife in arid environments. One study found that in areas where bighorn sheep and horse
water sources overlappethe higher the frequency of horse use led to lower frequency of
bighornsheep use, and vice versa (Osterraigaim et al. 200).

Population Dynamics and Demography

Wild horses usually produce one offspring per year, with an observed or projected annual herd
rate of increase between 18 and 25% (Wolfe 1980, L. Eberhardt, A. Majorowicz, and J. Wilcox
1982, Eberhardt 1985, M. Wolfe, L. Ellis, and R. MacMulle®@9,9Garrott and Taylor 1990, R.
Garrott, D. Siniff, and L. E&rhardt 1991 A herd with a 20% rate @nnual increase will more

than double in four years.

Herd rate of increase is influenced by adult survival rate, foatitey and foal mortality. Adult
horse survival is usually very high, estimated between8hdnd 97%, and may be the key
determinant of wild horse population increases (Wolfe 198&Herhardt, A. Majorowicz, and
J. Wilcox 1982, Garrott and Taylor 1990).

Foaling rates vary by year, glending on weather, available resms, and herd size, and differ
between herds. Peak foaling rates occur between ages 80aradter which reproduction is
possible but much less likely. Some mares may be able totfagka2, but most females begin
repoducing at age 3 (L. Eberhardt, A. Majorowicz, and J. Wilcox 1982, Garrott and Taylor
1990). Most foals are born betweépril and June (McCort 1984).

Foal mortality is highest within the first year, and has been recordeet@sen 2 and 10%, and
as hidn as 2025% (D. Siniff, J.Tester, and G. McMahon B8cCort 1984). Causes of foal
mortality include weaknesses at birth, rejection by the noaraattentiveness of the mare,
miring in mud, severe winters and separation from mares.

Sex ratios of adult i horse herds are nearly always skewed toward females. Experts cite three
main reasons for this: differential survival of adult males and females, removal of a
disproportionate number of males, and skewed foal sex ratios {GartbTaylor 1990). Higher
mortality in male horses may be due to injuries acquired during fights for mates or under
conditions of food shortage and being unable to obtain sufficient nutrients since male horses
naturally need more nutrients than females (D. Siniff, J. Tester, aki¢i@ahon 1986).

Social Interactions

It is widely agreed that wild horses have three major types of social groagpsn groups,
multiple male and female groups, and bachelor male groups. A harem group consists of one adult
male and several adult femalkmsd their offspring, ranging from 2 total individuals to more than
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20 (McCort 1984). Harems are stable groups, and are the type of wild horse group most often
described by authors. Harem females mate almost exclusively with the harem male.

Multiple male ad female groups generally have more than one adult male and several adult
females and their offspring. These group compositions are not stable, and differ from harems in
mating behavior and dominance structure. In such groups, one male is most liketgmatooner

the others. This male prevents subordinate males from interacting with the adult females in the
group and plays the dominant role during interactions with other groups (Salter and Hudson
1982). The most common male horse interactions includetolfa investigation and fecal
marking. Fecal marking of the same location repeatedly by various males is common and can
become very large. These stud piles are used throughout the year, commorbyyfears, and

are often located in highly visible aresisch as the edges of trails or roads or beneath lone trees
in a grassy area (Salter and Hudson 1982, McCort 1984, personal observation). Occasionally,
more than one in the same general location is noted.

Bachelor male groups are composed entirely of matk horses and are generally unstable in
composition. These groups are formed by young males forced out of their family groups or older
horses who have lost membership in a harem or multiple male and female group. Group sizes
have been observed as rangdirggn a single lone stallion to 16 horses.

Many young horses leave their natal group at sexual maturity, so there is movement of horses
between harems or groups, making inbreeding rare in wild horse populations.

Another type of social structure thaild horses exhibit is a herd, made up of several bands.
Each band has certain dominance within the herd structure, but all generally follow the same
movement patterns and have a similar home range.

Home Range/ Habitat

Wild horses generally move widely thodaily, usually between water sources, as well as
seasonally, seeking higher elevations during summer months and at times when it is necessary to
minimize threats to their safety by enhancing their view of the surrounding area (Ganskopp and
Vavra 1986, Bever and Herrick 2006).

Transport, Short Term Holding, and Adoption (or Sale) Preparation

Approximately400 excess horses would be remowhding the initial helicopter driven gather

and 2030 at a time during bait/water trappindnimals would betransported from the
capture/temporary holding corrals to the designated BLM gbort holding corral facility(s).

From there, they would be made available for adoption or sale to qualified individuals or sent to
grassland pasture facilities (GPFs).

Wild horses selected for removal from the range are transported to the receivintgrshort
holding facility in straight deck sertiailers or goos@eck stock trailers. Vehicles are inspected

by the BLM Contracting Officer Representative (COR) or Project ktspgPl) prior to use to
ensure wild horses can be safely transported and that the interior of the vehicle is in a sanitary
condition. Wild horses are segregated by age and sex and loaded into separate compartments. A
small number of mres may be shippedith foals. Transportation of recently captured wild
horses is limited to approximately 8 hours. During transport, potential impacts to individual
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animals can include stress, as well as slipping, falling, kicking, biting, or being stepped on by
another amnal. Unless wild horses or burros are in extremely poor condition, it is rare for an
animal to be seriously injured or die during transport.

Upon arrival at the short term holding facility, recently captured animals afeaoltd by
compartment and pladein holding pens where they are fed good quality hay and water. Most
wild horses begin to eat and drink immediately and adjust rapidly to their new situation. At the
shortterm holding facility, a veterinarian examines each load of animals and provides
recommendations to the BLM regarding care, treatment, and if necessary, euthanasia of the
recently captured animals. Any animals affected by a chronic or incurable disease, injury,
lameness or serious physical defect (such as severe tooth loss or welaetclabd other severe
congenital abnormalities) would be humanely euthanized using methods acceptable to the
American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA). Wild horses or burros in very thin
condition or animals with injuries are sorted and placed ipitadspoens, fed separately and/or
treated for their injuries as indicated. Recently captured animals, generally mares, in very thin
condition may have difficulty transitioning to feed. Some of these animals are in such poor
condition that it is unlikely ty would have survived if left on the range. Similarly, some mares
may miscarriage. Every effort is taken to help the mare and jenny make a quiet, low stress
transition to captivity and domestic feed to minimize the risk of miscarriage or death.

After reeently captured animals have transitioned to their new environment, they are prepared for
adoption or sale. Preparation involves freemaking the animals with a unique identification
number, drawing a blood sample to test for equine infections anemigifSdgst), vaccination
against common diseases, castration, andatening. During the preparation process, potential
impacts to wild horses are similar to those that can occur during handling and transportation.
Serious injuries and deaths from injurékging the preparation process are rare, but can occur.

At shortterm corral facilities, a minimum of 700 square feet is provided per animal. Mortality at
shortterm holding facilities averages approximately 5% per year (®8@7, Page 51), and

includes animals euthanized due to a {ardsting condition; animals in extremely poor
condition; animals that are injured and would not recover; animals which are unable to transition

to feed; and animals which are seriously injured or accidentally die duringgsdrandling, or
preparation. Approximately 15,600 exces-s wild
term holding facilities.

Adoption or Sale with Limitations, and Grassland Pasture Facilities (GPF)

Adoption applicants are required to haveeaist a 400 square foot corral with panels that are at
least six feet tall for horses over 18 months of age and at least four and a half feet tall for burros.
Applicants are required to provide adequate shelter, feed, and water. The BLM retains ttle to th
horse or burro for one year and the animal and the facilities are inspected to assure the adopter is
complying with the BLM6és requirements. Af ter
or burro after an inspection from a humane official, vegeran, or other individual approved by

the authorized officer, at which point the horse becomes the property of the adopter. Adoptions
are conducted in accordance with 43 CFR 4750.
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For sales, potential buyers must fill out an application and bappeved before they may buy

a wild horse or burro. A saleigible wild horse or burro is any animal that is more than 10 years
old; or has been offered unsuccessfully for adoption three times. The application also specifies
that all buyers are not to-sell the animal to slaughter buyers or anyone who would sell the
animal to a commercial processing plant. Sales of wild horses are conducted in accordance with
Bureau policy.

Since fiscal year 2008, the BLM has removed over 31,440 excess wild horseverftmnr the
Western States. Most animals not immediately adopted or sold have been transported to long
term grassland pastures facilities in the Midwest. Unadopted animals 5 years of age and older are
transported to GPFs. Each GPF is subject to a sepamatenmental analysis and decision
making process. Animals in GPFs remain available for adoption or sale to individuals interested
in acquiring a larger number of animals who can provide the animals with a good home. The
BLM has maintained GPFs in the Ndst for over 20 years.

Potential impacts to wild horses from transport to adoption, sale, or GPF are similar to those
previously described. One difference is that when shipping wild horses or burros for adoption,
sale, or GPF, animals may be transpoffieda maximum of 24 hours. Immediately prior to
transportation, and after every-28 hours of transportation, animals are offloaded and provided

a minimum of 8 hours ethe-ground rest. During the rest period, each animal is provided access
to unlimited anounts of clean water and 25 pounds of good quality hay per animal with adequate
feed bunk space to allow all animals to eat at one time. Most animals are not shipped more than
18 hours before they are rested. However, the rest period may be waivedtiorstwhere the

travel time exceeds the 2ur limit by just a few hours and the stress of offloading and
reloading is likely to be greater than the stress involved in the additional period of uninterrupted
travel.

GPFs are designed to provide excedd Wworses with humane, |feng care in a natural setting

off the public rangelands. The wild horses are maintained in grassland pastures large enough to
allow freeroaming behavior and with the forage, water, and shelter necessary to sustain them in
goodcondition. Approximately 31,441 wild horses, that are in excess of the existing adoption or
sale demand (because of age or other factors), are currently located on private grassland pasture
facilities in lowa, Kansas, Oklahoma, and South Dakota. Locatedid or tall grass prairie

regions of the United States, these GPFs are highly productive grasslands as compared to more
arid western rangelands. These pastures comprise approximately 256,000 acres (an average of
about 810 acres per animal). The majorithese animals are older in age.

Mares and castrated stallions (geldings) are segregated into separate pastures except one facility
where geldings and mares coexist. No reproduction occurs in the grassland pastures, but some
foals areborn to mares thatere pregnant when they were removed from the range and placed
onto the GPF. These foadse gathered and weaned when they reach abdOtrBonths of age

and are then shipped to shtetm facilities where they are made available for adoption.
Handling by humans is minimized to the extent possible although regulahesground
observation and weekly counts of the wild horses to ascertain their numberbgeing]l and

safety are conducted. A very small percentage of the animals may be humanely euthanized
they are in very thin condition and are not expected to improve to a Body Condition Score (BCS)
of 3 or greater due to age or other factors. Natural mortality of wild horses in GPF averages
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approximately 8% per year, but can be higher or lower depemlinilpe average age of the
horses pastured there (GAI®-77, Page 52). The savings to the American taxpayer which
results from contracting for GPF averages about $4.45 per horse per day as compared with
maintaining the animals in shadrm holding faciliies.

Euthanasia and Sale without Limitation

While humane euthanasia and sale without limitation of healthy horses for which there is no
adoption demand is authorized under the WFRHBA, Congress prohibited the use of appropriated
funds between 1987 and 20@#d again in 2010 for this purpose. It is unknown if a similar
limitation will be placed on the use of FY2Dappropriated funds. Sale with limitations has been
used by the BLM since 2005 when the Act was amended.

No Action

If No Actionis taken, excess wild horses would not be removed from within or outsiéiVthe

and the wild horse populations would not be brought to AML at this fiilme animals would not

be subject to the individual direct or indirect impacts as a result of a ggieeationin mid-
August2012. Over the shorterm, individual animals in the herd would be subject to increased
stress and possible death as a result of increased competition for water and forage as the
population continues to grow even further in excess t he | andbés capacity
hor ses 6 h daheiareas turrentty @xperiencingavyutilization by wild horses would
increase over timé his would be expected to result in increasing damage to rangeland resources
throughout theHMA. Trampling and trailing damage by wild horses in/around riparian areas
would also be expected to increase, resulting in larger, more extensive areas of bare ground
Competition for the available water and forage between wild horses, domestic livestock, and
naive wildlife would continue and further increase.

Wild horses are a lonlived species with documented survival rates exceeding 92% for all age
classes Predation and disease have not substantially regulated wild horse population levels
within or outsidethe project areal hroughout theHMA few predators exist to control wild horse
populationsSome mountain lion predation occurs, but does not appear to be subsTarytabs

are not prone to prey on wild horses unless young, or extremely ®dak predtors such as

wolf or bear do not inhabit the ard&eing a norself-regulatingspecies, there would be a steady
increase in wild horse numbers for the foreseeable future, which would continue to exceed the
carrying capacity of the rangidividual horsesvould be at risk of death by starvation and lack

of water as the population continues to grde wild horses would compete for the available
water and forage resources, affecting mares and foals most sevgoelgl stress would
increaseFightingamong stud horses would increase as they protect their position at scarce water
sources, as well as injuries and death to all age classes of arsigaiicant loss of the wild
horses in theAMA due to starvation or lack of water would have obvious auresgces to the
long-term viability of the herdAllowing horses to die of dehydration and starvation would be
inhumane treatment and would be contrary to the WFRHBA, which mandates removal of excess
wild horses The damage to rangeland resources thatteefoim excess numbers of wild horses

is also contrary to the WFRHKmBtét the vatge fooln thema n d a 't
deterioration associated with overpopulationo , reméve excess animals from the range so as to

achieve appropriate management levelso |, & pteserve and maintain a thriving natural
ecological balance and multiple-use relationship in that area”. Once the vegetative and water
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resources are at these critically low levels due to excessive utilization by an over population of
wild horses, the weaker animals, generally the older animals and the mares and foals, are the first
to be impacted. It is likely that a majority of these animals would die from starvation and
dehydration. The resultant population would be heavily skewed towardgrtdmger stallions
which would lead to significant social disruption in tHH®A. By managing the public lands in

this way, the vegetative and water resoumwes|d be impacted first and to the point that they
have no potential for recovery. This degreeregource impact would lead to management of
wild horses at a greatly reduced level if BLM is able to manage for wild horses at all on the
HMA in the future.As a result, the No Action Alternative would not ensure healthy rangelands
that would allow for tb management of a healthy wild horse population, and would not promote
a thriving natural ecological balance.

As populations increase beyond the capacity of the habitat, more bands of horses would also
leave the boundaries of théMA in search of foragera water, thereby increasing impacts to
rangeland resources outside tHMA boundaries as wellThis alternative would result in
increasing numbers of wild horses in areas not designated for their use, and would not achieve

the stated objectives for wildkohr s e her d management areas, name
deterioration associated with overpopul ati onc
ecol ogi cal bal ance and mulAdditpnally, thars would eln@at i on s

active management to maintain the population size within the established AML at this time. In
the absence of a gather, wild horse populations would continue to grow at an average rate of at
least 20% per year.

Cumulative Effects

When combined with the fefcts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effectassociated with the capture and removal of excess wild hargesonsidered

minor. The application of fertility control vaccine to released mares includes geglaed
mortality of less than 1% of the captured animals, about 5% per year associated with
transportation, short term holdingdoption,or sale with limitations and about 8% per year
associated with lorterm holding. This compares with natural mortality the range ranging

from about 58% per year for foals (animals under age 1), about 5% per year for horses ages 1
15, and 5100% for animals age 16 and old@enkins 2002, Garrott and Taylor 199(n
situations where forage and/or water are limited, atibyt rates increase, with the greatest
impact to young foals, nursing mares and older horses. Animals can experience lameness
associated with trailing to/from water and forage, foals may be orphaned (left behind) if they
cannot keep up with their mare,amimals may become too weak to travel. After suffering, often

for an extended period, the animals may die. Before these conditions arise, the BLM generally
removes the excess animals to prevent their suffering from dehydration or starvation.

While humaneeuthanasia and sale without limitation of healthy horses for which there is no
adoption demand is authorized under the WFRHBA, Congress prohibited the use of appropriated
funds between 1987 and 2004 and again in 2BAD1and2012for this purpose.

The other cumulativeffects which would be expected would include continued improvement of
upland vegetation conditions, which would in turn benefit permitted livestock, native wildlife,
and wild horse population as forage (habitat) quality and quastimproved over the current
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level. Application of fertility control should slow population growtitesand result in fewer
excess wild horses that need to be removed. However, return of wild horses back into the HMA
could lead to increased difficulty argteater costs to gather horses in the future as released
horses learn to evade theap site and/ohelicopter.However, if the horses are able to be
bait/water trapped they may become habituated to the corrals with the possibility of multiple
captures othe same individual horses over time.

Cumulatively, there should be more stable wild horse populations, less competition for limited
forage and water resources, healthier rangelands and wild horses, and fewer multiple use
conflicts in the area over the @h and longterm. Over the next 1R0 years, continuing to
manage wild horses within the established AML range would adnewetain the thriving

natural ecological balance and multiple use relationship on public lands in the area.

Cumulatively under tle No Action Alternative, the wild horse population could exceed 1,000
horses in and outside of the Desatoya HMA in the next four yBBrgement outside of the

HMA would be expected as greater numbers of horses searcuffaient food and water.
Heavy ecessive utilization of the available forage would be expected to continue with severe
use expected to occur and the water available for use could become increasingly limited.
Emergency removals could be expected in order to prevent individual animalsufi@mng or

death as a result of insufficient forage and water. Cumulative effects would result in foregoing
the opportunity to improve rangeland health and to properly manage wild horses in balance with
the available forage and water and other multides. Attainment of sigpecific vegetation
management objectives and Standards for Rangeland Health would not be achieved. AML would
not be achieved and the opportunity to collect the scientific data necessamgvaiuate AML

levels, in relationshipotrangeland health standards, would be foregone.

3.9 Health And Safety
Affected Environment

Members of the public can inadvertently wander into areas that put them in the path of wild
horses that are being herded or handled during the gapleeations, creating the potential for
injury to the wild horses and to the BLM employees and contractors conducting the gather and/or
handling the horses as well as to the public themseBaxsause these horses are wild animals,
there is always the potgal for injury when individuals get too close or inadvertently get in the
way of gather activities.

The helicopter work is done at various heights above the ground, from as littlelasfaéx

(when herding the animals the last short distance to theergabrral) to several hundred feet
(when doing a recon of the are¥Yhile helicopters are highly maneuverable and the pilots are
very skilled in their operation, unknown and unexpected obstacles in their path can impact their
ability to react in time t@avoid members of the public in their paffhese same unknown and
unexpected obstacles can impact the wild horses being herded by the helicopter in that they may
not be able to react and can be potentially harmed or caused to flee which can lead &mthjury
additional stressWhen the helicopter is working close to the ground, the rotor wash of the
helicopter is a safety concern by potentially causing loose vegetation, dirt, and other objects to
fly through the air which can strike or land on anyone wselproximity as well as cause
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decreased vision. Though rare, helicopter crashes and hard landings can and have occurred
(approximately 10) over the last 30+ years while conducting wild horse gathers which
necessitates the need to follow gather operaaoisvisitor protocols at every wild horse gather

to assure safety of all people and animals involved. Flying debris caused by a helicopter incident
poses a safety concern to BLM and contractor staff, visitors, and the wild horses.

During the herding pross, wild horsesvould try to flee if they perceive that something or
someone suddenly blocks or crosses their path. Fleeing horses can go through wire fences,
traverse unstable terrain, and go through ar
away, all of which can lead them to injure people by striking or trampling them if they are in the

ani mal 6s path.

Disturbances in and around the gather and holding corral have the potential to injure the
government and contractor staff who are trying td, snove and care for the horses by causing
them to be kicked, struck, and possibly trampled by the animals trying to flee. Such disturbances
also have the potential for similar harm to the public themselves.

The BLM is committed to allowing access by interested members of the public to the fullest
possible degree without compromising safety or the success of operations. To minimize risks to
the public from helicopter operations, the gather Contractor is eghtorconduct all helicopter
operations in a safe manner, and to comply WHAA regulations (FAR) 91.119
(http:/rgl.faa.gov/reqgulatory and_guidance_library/rgfar.nsf/bf94{3f079de2117852566c700670
18¢/91693c93525de33e862576¢100763edid BLM IM No. 2010164
(http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/requlations/Instruction_Memos_and_Bulletins/national_instr
uction/2010/IM_201@164.htm) .

Public observations sitesould also be established in locations that reduce safety risks to the
public (e.g., from helicopterelated debris or from the rare helicopter crash landing, or from the
potential path of gathered horses), to the wild horses (e.g., by ensuring obsexldnsot be in

the line of vision of horses being moved to the gather site) to contractors and BLM
employees who must remain focused on the gather operations and the health dethgyealf

the wild horses The Visitor Protocol and Ground Rules for public observation found in
Appendix D provide the public with the opportunity to safely observe the gather operations
Every attemptwould be made to identify observation site(s) at the gather location that offers
good viewing opportunities, although there may be circumstances (flat tématied vegetative
cover, private lands, etc.) that require viewing locations to be at greater distances from the gather
site to ensure safe gather operations.

2 At recent gathers, public observers have ranged in number from only a handful of individuals to a maximum of

between 185 members of the public. At these numbers, BLM has determined that the current level of public

visitatont o gat her operations falls below the tlons@l4hold of
CFR91.11%
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Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

All helicopter operations must be in compliance with FAR 91.Pifhlic safety as well as that

of the BLM and contractor staff is always a concern during the gather operations and is
addressed through the implementation of Visitor and Ground Rules (seadipop) that have

been used in recent gathers to ensure that the public remains at a safe distance and does not
impede gather operations. Appropriate BLM staffing (public affair specialists and law
enforcement officersyould be present to assure comptarwith visitation protocols at the site

These measures minimize the risks to the public.

Public observation of the wild horse gather activities on public lavaidd be allowed and
would be consistent with BLM IM No. 201064 and visitation protocols f@cheduled and nen
schedule visitation in AppendDR.

Bait/water trapping would be done utilizing permanent or portable corrals constructed out of
wood or steel The trap would be constructed around a water source and once horses have
entered the trap gate would be closedlhe ability to providepublic visitation/observation
would be limited during bait/water trapping activities as these operations require minimal human
visibility and noise in order to effectively gather the horses. Having multiplelgeophe
vicinity of the gather corrals would significantly reduce the operations success because the
horses may refuse to enter the capture corrals with people present.

No Action
There would be no gather related safety concerns for BLM emplogeaactors and the
general public as no gather activities would occur.

3.10 Fire Management
Affected Environment

The fire management responsibility for the project area is shared by both the Carson City and the
Battle Mountain Districts. The projectrem includes portions of five fire management units
(FMU). Goals and objectives for the Churchill Basin FMU and the Churchill Ranges FMU are
identified in the Carson City Field Office Fire Management Plan. Goals and objectives for the
Paradise/lone FMU, Sith Creek Valley FMU, and Carico Lake FMU are identified in the Battle
Mountain District Fire Management Plan.

Fire is widely recognized as a natural process influencing vegetation patterns in many mountain
landscapes of the western United States incfudie Desatoya Mountains. In recent history,
management policy has been the systematic exclusion of fire, which influences vegetation
patterns by removing the influence of fire. As crown cover and density increases in the
pinyon/juniper woodlands, fuel Ida also increase and understory vegetation is depleted. Lack

of fire also increases the expansion of the pinyon/juniper into the sagebrush ecosystem. Increases
in woody fuel loads result in a shift from frequent low and mixed intensity fires to lessriteque

high intensity fires. High intensity fires create a post fire environment that is often exploited by
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fire dependent species such as cheatgrass. Once established this species provides fine fuels that
increase opportunities for wildfire ignition and spare#én many areas cheatgrass is associated

with a fire return interval of two to five years. Due to the 1998 and 1999 Cold Springs Wildfires,

this is the case on 563 acres just north of the community of Cold Springs, Néahtal0

shows the wildland fireand vegetation treatment projects within the project boundary since
1980

Table 10. Fire history and previous treatments for the Proposed Action.

Cedar 1996 317
Cold Spring 1998 255
Clan Alpine 1999 145
DeLong 1999 63
Cold Spring 1999 736
Cold Spring 1999 736
Smith Creek 2005 19

Mastication Edwards Creek 2005 217
*Seed Mixture: CrestedVheatgrass, Four Wing Saltbrush, Ladak Alfalfa, Thickspike Wheatgrass, and Western
WheatgrassSince 1980, less than 1% of the vegetation in the project area has been affected by either wildfire or
mechanical fuels treatments.

Fire regime condition class (FRCC) describes the degree of fire regime departure from historical

fire cycles due to fire exclusion and other influences (selective timber harvesting, grazing,
insects and disease, the introduction and establishment efaiea plants). FRCC identifies

changes to key ecosystem components such as species composition, structural stage, tree or
shrub stand age, and canopy <closure. |t c ha
Groupso and three A Fecifically, @e natuialt historic freGuerecys ane s 0 .
severity of fire within an ecosystem is the identified Fire Regime, and Fire Condition Class
identifies the departure of current conditions from thstorical reference condition.The

National Fire Plan anHealthy Forest Restoration Act dictate that the federal agencies use FRCC

as criteria for planning projects.

The project area can be characterized by Fire Regime Group Il which has a natural historic fire
frequency of @5 years and a replacement seveahd Fire Regime Group Il which has a
natural historical fire frequency of 380 years and a mixed fire severifihe condition class

for the project area can be characterized as Condition Class 1, meaning the fire regime is within
the historical rangera the risk of losing key ecosystem components is kbowever where the
pinyon/juniper is encroaching on the sagebrush system or where past wildfires have converted
the vegetation to annual grasslands (cheatgrass) the Condition Class is 3, meaning without
disturbance the fire regime would become significantly altered from historical ranges and there
exists a high risk of losing key ecosystem components from wildfire.

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

The overall effect of the Proposed Action webresult in the intended consequences of reducing
the risks of catastrophic wildfire and its potential adverse impacts tetdperty,and natural
resourcesThe structureamount,and continuity of flammable vegetation within the project area
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would be altered resulting in reduced fire intensitye treatedarea would be moved from high
intensity wildfire fuel conditions to mixed intensity wildfire fuels conditio@®ncentration®f

trees would be thinned reducing the connection from the younger trees to the oldérheees
openings between tree crowns would reduce the tree torching and crowning pofaetiaées

which are left would be better protected from the adverse etbéetddfire, because fuel loads
would be reduced and more natural breaks in fuels would enable better fire control and
managementThe shrub component would be thinned reducing the surface fuel quantity and
continuity and reducing ladder fuels that camméire from the surface into tree crowns.

The Proposed Action would slow down tRd encroachment into the sagebrush system and
restore 563 acres north of the community of Cold Springs, NeVd@aCondition Class would
move from a rating o2 to 1, meaing the project area would be more in line with historical fire
regimes and the risk of losing infrastructure or key ecosystem components would be lower.

There is a slight risk of the equipment conducting the treasrstatting a wildland fire by

hitting rocks and causing sparks. This risk can be minimized by scheduling the treatment outside
periods of very high to extreme fire danger or by having water available on site during treatment
operations if the treatment isrducted at a high fire danger.

No Action

The NoAction Alternative would result in the continuation of current fire management
practices. The condition of the understory species would continue to decline with the increase of
PJtrees into the sagebrush system. The areas represented as Condition Class 3 would increase
creating further departure from the historical fire regime. The risk of equipment starting a
wildland fire would not exist. At some future time, an ignition fromadural or humattaused

source could result in an uncontrolled wildland fire. Under drought conditions and/or high winds,

a running crown fire could put life, property, and natural resources at risk.

Cumulative Effects

The cumulative effects of actionsthin the Proposed Action Boundary are expected to decrease
the potential for catastrophic fire.

3.11 Wetlands and Riparian
Affected Environment

Protection and the definitioof wetlandsfor federal agenciestems from Executive Order (EO)
11990, Protection of Wetlands (1977). @®n 6 (c) defines wetlands dsllows; fiThe term
"wetlands™ means those areas that are inundated by surface or ground water with a frequency
sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances does or would support, a prevalence of
vegetative or aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for
growth and reproduction. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas
such as sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, river overflows, mud flats, and natural ponds. 0
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There are multiple springs thatistainfi wet | ands 0 and projegt areaRiganan ar e a s
areas refer to the aquatic ecosystem and the portions of the adjacent terrestrial ecosystem that
directly affect or are &bcted by the aquatic environment. Natural riparian aae@sassociated

with Edwards, Topia, and Smith Creeks, as well as various hamed aatheth springs and
springorooksin Dalton, Bassie, and Porter Canyons, as well as the spring meadow complex in
the crucial mule deer are&ée Maps 4 Appendix G. Currentconditions in Dalton and Porter
Canyons as well as portions of Edwards Creek are not in Proper Functioning Condition. Dalton
Canyon is an approximately 3.5 mile long wet meadow complex that isgdoyit, has severe
headcuts and has experiencesshrub encroachment leading to loss of riparian/wetland
vegetation. The causes include over use by wild horses and increased PJ density and
encroachment. For further details see subse&poimgs and Springbrooks under Key Habitats
subsection

Vegetation in these areas includes quaking agpepulus tremuloides), black cottonwood
(Populus trichocarpa), Fremont cottonwoodPppulus Fremontii), wouldow speciegSalix spp.),
wild rose Rosa woodsii). Meadow species include bluegrg®oa spp), sedgeqCarex spp.),
rush(Juncus spp.), and creeping wildryélymus triticoides), along withothernumerous grasses
and forbs.

Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, the removalRiftha occur near springs should increase spring
flow, raise the water tablénprove riparian functioning condition #te springsand perennial
creeks, whichwould in turn increase resiliency of the entire watersheak Dalton Canyon,
gathering wild horses and maintaining at AML, installing the exclosure fence to keep wild horses
and livestock from over utilizing riparian vegetation, fixing the headcuts, and negiovi
encroached rabbitbrusiould facilitate the establishment afparianspecies on areas that are
currently dominated bynonriparian vegetation or with vegetation at levels less than site
potential This is expected tprovide maintenance of or increassoil protection and stability.

This wouldalsoreduce the potential for accelerated soil erosion rates during flooding and other
natural weather events and in turn, reduce the potential for sedimentation into nearby riparian
areaghroughout the treatméearea AppropriateSoil Water and Air Program Best Management
Practices would be followed to further minimize effects on wetland and riparian resources
(Appendix B).

Herbicideswould notnegativelyimpact riparian or wetland areas due to a "no treatment" buffer
zone of at least 100 feet from drainage bottoms and 300 feet around springs and perennial water
sources that would be implemented near these areas. Adherence to the Standard Operating
Procedues and Project Design Features for Herbicide Applications as identified frirthle
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides

on BLM Lands in 17 Western States (2007) should help in mitigating impacts tgarian and

wetland areas. The impacts of gw®posedaction would occur to woody vegetation outside of

the noetreatment buffer and would not directly impact vegetation adjacent to riparian areas.
Treatments should help to maintain existing spring sowsegoody vegetation mortalijue to

a higher water tablencreases over-8 years and less ground water is utilized. Overall, the
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implementation of the Proposed Action should assist in maintaining PFC or making progress
towards achieving PFC at spring soes and assist in conforming with Rangeland Health
Standar@® (Riparian and Wetland Sites)hweh states the following:
"Riparian and wetland areas exhibit a properly functioning condition and achieve state water
quality criteria. As indicated by:
Stream side riparian areas are functioning properly when adequate vegetation, large woody
debris, or rock is present to dissipate stream energy associated with high water flows. Elements
indicating PFC such as avoiding accelerating erosion, capturing sediment and providing for
groundwater recharge and release are determined by the following measurements as
appropriate to the site characteristics:

U Width/Depth ratio;
Channel roughness;
Sinuosity of stream channel;
Bank stability;
Vegetative cover (amount, spacing, life form);

U Other cover (large woody debris, rock)
Natural springs, seeps, and marsh areas are functioning properly when adequate vegetation is
present to facilitate water retention, filtering, and release as indicated by plant species and cover
appropriate to the site characteristics. Chemical, physical and biological water constituents are
not exceeding the State water quality Standards."

[t I i

No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, adverse impacts to riparian and wetland areas are expected to
occur and increasever time with acontinuation ofwild horsepopulationabove AML and
continuedincreasingdensity ofPJand other upland species in these zones. The establishment of
these species could reduce the opportunity for the establishment of desirable riparian species, and
decrease perennial surface water flow at spranys$ creeksImpacts to riparian and wetland
areas could also occur in the eventa largehigh-intensity wildfire killing the vegetation in

these aread-ollowing an event of this nature, major fofi events could impact drainages and
riparian areas through soil deposition and erosion pattErnsion potential following digh-
intensitywildfire could be high, particularly on those sites with a ddd3tuel type which are
capableof producing crown fires. Under a natural wildfire event, water flow at spring sources
could increase more than omslar to the Proposed Action due to widespread vegetation
removal that could occur. The decreased wapike by burned vegetation could cause flow at
spring sources to increase, although sedimentation that could occur as a result of erosion
associatedvith a large wildfire could potentially destroy existing riparian vegetation. The No
Action Alternative may not assist springs in maintaining PFC or making progress towards
achieving PFC ovedhe Proposed Action.

Cumulative Effects

When combined with theffects from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulative effects from the proposed action is expected to be posititteeforerall health and
resilience of the riparian areas and water availabiithieving and maintaining wdl horses at

AML that leads to decreasing of oudilization of vegetative resources by excess wild hgrses
fencing troughs and pipelinesand eduction ofPJwithin and around riparian areessexpected

68



to help increaseparian obligatevegetationand raise the water tabladditionally, a reduction

of the fuel load would reduce wildfire intensity and adverse impacts from fire on riparian sites.
Managing for a range ofillow, aspen, and colonizer/stabilizer speditescycle stages would
allow for greater diversity in the riparian corridor.

3.12. Soils
Affected Environment

The U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) classifies soils into map units
including one or more dominant soil map unit components and inclusions. Soil map unit
components may be designated based on the soil series, slope, aspect, enthtaifier. Solil

series are soils grouped together with similar pedogenesis (soil formation), soil chemistry, and
physical properties. Soil map units for tpeoject areawere obtained from NRCS surveys
conducted for Lander and Churchill Counties and laghly variable across the landscape
(NRCS 2011, NRCS 2001, NRCS 199Table ¥ AppendixF displays these map units along

with associated information. Thirty three different map units have been identified in the
treatment area consisting of associations of 33 different major soil series. Soils series consist of
soils that have profiles that asemilar and associations are map units made up of two or more
geographically associated soils or miscellaneous aMRE$ 200). Miscellaneous areas have

little or no soil material and thus support scant or no vegetatamlayas).

The composition fosoil series within each association is variable and is based on the overall map
unit. Therefore the acreage for any one soil series in the treatment areas is unknown. For
instance, in the Torr€lanalpineltca association, Torro soils make up about 50ftthe
association while the Clanalpine soils make up 20% and the ltca soils make up 15%. The
remaining 15% is made up of inclusions. However, in the@ieamalpineTorro association, the

Itca soils make up 35% of the association while the Clanalpine arrd $oils both make up

25%, with the remaining 15% being composed of inclusions. In theClaaalpineRock
outcrop association, the Itca and Clanalpine soils adoounant at 35% each.

Within a specific proposed treatment area the composition cauldeby different from the

overall map unit composition. However, four soils series appear most prewdl@nttreatment

areasbased on the acreage of the associations they are a component within. Itca soils are found

in 59% (19,122 acres); Clanalpinelsare found in 45% (14,835 acres); Torro soils are found in

37% (12, 068) ; and Jung soils are found in 259
the proposed treatment ard&ee Tablel4). Additionally, the primary association for the Cold

Springs fuel treatment is the PinexRébel association. The overall composition is for the map

unit is 60% for the Pineval series, 25% of the Rebel series, and 15% made up of inclusions.
Descriptions of all soil series can be foundNRCS soils surveys condied for Lander and

Churchill CountiesNNRCS 2011, NRCS 2001, NRCS 1991).

Fire Damage Potential

As soil organic matter is destroyed by fire, soil productivity can decrease. Organic matter is
important to the health and productivity of grasslands beaafuse nutrient and water content,

its influence on physical, chemical, and biological characteristics; and its ability to support root
and microbial growth. At 220°C, 37 percent of carbon (organic matter) can be lost and at soil
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temperatures of 350°C, 9Percent of carbon can be losSGaflor, 1974). However, soil
temperatures have been found to rarely exceed 200°C when burning dry juniper on wet soils in
southeastern OregoM(ller et. al, 2005. Burning juniper on dry soils when ground litter water

content is minimal has shown to result in surface soil temperatures exceeding 870°C and a near
100 percent loss of herbaceous perennials, especially bunchgrass. Similar results would be
expected fopinyon pine. Water repellency or hydrophobicity is a soil physical property limiting

water infiltration in which watewouldibal | upo on the soil surface
soil (Debano, 1981). Soil porosity can decrease follovddgile buming or wildfires when soil
temperatures are between 1782@0°C.

The potential damage to soil by fire is rated based on the texture, content of rock fragments, and
organic matter in the surface layer, thickness of the surface layer, and slope. Sotntralp
burn pile treatment areasuld be assessed using these critefiadst Encyclopedia 2008).

Soil Erosion

Soils within smaller treatment areas of therall proposed treatment ar@sould be evaluated

for their susceptibility to erode resultingpim soil disturbance. Puddling is the destruction of soll
structure usually by churning or kneading action of wheeled equipment, and invariably results in
soil compaction. Displacement is the act of moving soil laterally from narrow ruts or wider areas.
Sals are considered detrimentally disturbed if more than half of the surface A horizon over a 100
sg. ft. area has been removed. Soils in the Great Basin tend to have fairly shallow surface A
horizons (85 inches) and are variable within the proposed treatrareas. The dragging Bl

material on skid trails and landings can result in the removal of vegetative cover. When soil
cover is removed, soil particles are more easily detached from falling rain and can be removed
from the site. Soil sealing refers e phenomenon in which the energy of falling rain drops
displaces soil particles and causes the soil surface to develop a thin crust due to the clogging of
soil micropores. This leads to decreased infiltration and increased soil runoff. The steeper slope
are the most likely to be subject to erosion and transport if the vegetative cover is removed over a
large area. The majority of the soils in the proposed treatment areas range from slight to
moderate for erosion potential.

Soil Compaction

Soil compactn hasoccurredin the wet meadow areas Dalton Canyorfrom a combination of
concentrated heavy use by wild horskistoric livestock useand the drying out of the wet
meadow complexOther heavily grazedreaswithin the project boundaryikely also have
compacted soilsSoil compaction is the process by which the soil grains are rearranged to
decrease void space (particularly large pores) and bring them into closer contact with one
another. Soil compaction negatively affects physical and clamioperties thereby decreasing

soil fertility by increasingsoil bulk density and reducinglant root penetration, soil water
holding capacity, and plant growth. Soils with a range of soil particle sizes (i.e. fine sandy loam)
are generally more suscdgé to compaction than soils with a more uniform particle size
distribution and compaction is more likely to occur when bare ground is driven over. Other forest
management practices using heavy metal tracked machinery has been found to cause detrimental
levels of soil compaction.
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Ruts can form as a result of the operation of forestland equipment, begin to concentrate soil
runoff, and increase soil erosion. Criteria used to evaluate the soil rutting hazard includes the
depth to the water table, the percehtaxk fragments on or below the surface, the soil texture,
depth to a restrictive layer, and slope. Overall, dry soils are not expected to be highly
compactable and susceptible to ruts because of their uniform fine texture and high percentage of
stones, bulder, and cobble rock fragments. These soils with higher percentages of large rock
fragments have a smaller percentage of bare ground and should be less susceptible to
compaction. If soils are moist to wet theguld be very susceptible to compaction.

Areas occupied by wild horses haneen documented as haviagignificantly higher soll
penetration resistance than areathout wild horses (Beever and Herrick 2006). This can affect
a variety of other ecosystepnocesses, such as decreasing waterratiitin rates, inhibiting
digging by burrowing mammalfmiting plant establishment, and restricting root growth (E.
Beever, R. Tausch, and P. Bruss2083, Belsky and Blumenthal 1997).

Environmental Consequences
Proposed Action

Fire Damage Potential

Soils within the proposed treatment ameauld be evaluated for their susceptibility to damage
previous topinyon/juniper PJ pile burning activities. Longerm soil productivity is maintained

when soil porosity, soil organic matter, and soil depth atesigmificantly reducedPJ pile
burning can damage organic matter and affect soil porosity depending on the duration and
intensity of burning materials, and soil and fuel moisture content at the time of burning. Larger
and wetterPJ piles would tend to bun longer and damage to organic mattewuld increase as

the duration of soil heating increas@sefson et. al, 2007

Pile burning may cause small areas of kigiensity soil scorching. Total area affected would be
between one and five percent (320 800D acres respectively) of the project area. Higansity

fire would kill some plants and may alter physical soil characteristics over a small area of the
piles. Areas of greatest impact would be directly below juniper trunks and large branches.
Surfaceerosion could slightly increase on portions of burned areas, especially if there is an
extreme rain event before vegetation starts to regenerate. However, the limited burn areas and
retention of live root systems of herbaceous and root sprouting plamigjtiout the project area
would reduce the possibility of any accelerated erosion. To reduce impacts from pile burning,
piles would only be burned when soils are moist, very moist, wet, frozen, or covered in snow
(See Tabl€ls). In areas where erosigrotential is deemed high, downed trees/slash would be
left in place to minimize this potential effect.

The prescribed burn for the Cold Springs fuels treatment would be a low intensity fire based on
the fuels that are present and would not exceed ther wegtellency or hydrophobicity soll
temperatures of between 175200°C. Therefore, impacts to the soils series found in this
treatment area would be slight. The fuels treatment, if successful, should actually improve soil
stability, productivity, and deease erosion potential in the long term because cheat grass
perpetuates the fire cycle and drives out native grasses, forbs, and shrubs.
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Soil Erosion and Compaction

For treatment areas utilizing the whole tree removal method, draggiRg rohterial on skl

trails could lead to three types of disturbances including compaction, puddling, or displacement.
The degree to which disturbance affects a givenwoedd depend on equipment, methods, and
harvest layout; and operator knowledge and skill. Softer sualsare less resistant to rupture
would be more easily disturbed during yarding. WHilgis yarded, tree particles and seeds are
cultivated into the soil and this soil cover may help to limit soil erosion. Qualitative observations
on other similar projs indicate vegetation on skid trails is often damaged or uprooted after
multiple repetitive passes on the trails. When possible, steeper slop&sbe avoided or skid
trails would be perpendicular to the slope. Becausaribrity of theproposed tradment area
receivesmost of it precipitationin the form of snowfallaccelerated erosion due to precipitation
shouldbe minimal; yet, slight to moderaterosion caused by wind on bare ground on steeper
slopescould occur if vegetative regrowthussuccessful.

Depending on the soil moisturgtessure exerted byayding equipment and number of passes

on the severity of soil compactiowould vary. Generally, it is expected compaction on skid
trails would be low to moderate. Skid trails with high ammbs of passes could have severe
compaction. Areas with severe compaction could be ameliorated with a brush rake, and
rehabilitated areas should be covered with chips or slash to decrease the possibility of erosion
due to wind or water. Tillage under roptimum conditions (e.g., wet soil), however, can cause
additional soil compaction and/or puddling, and create further risk tet@ngproductivity. If

soil compaction is high or the majority of vegetation is removed, erosion is more likely to
increase. Bd trails on steeper slopes are more likely to erode and watevbatd be installed

to minimize effects.The return of vegetation to disturbed soil areas is expected to vary
depending on the magnitude of soil disturbance, slope, and rehabilitationdsettois
expected compactiorwould not be detrimental on most skid trails. Yardimguld mostly occur

when soils are drylmpacts from other treatments would not be expected to cause severe
erosion or compactiorAppropriateSoil Water and Air Program Best Management Practices

would be followed to further minimize effects on soil resour&ese(Appendix B

No Action

As the transition continues from shrateppe communities towaRIJwoodlands there would be
reduced vegetation cover, litter, and increased bare ground. The net result of change would be an
increased vulnerability to accelerated erosion, site instability, and decreased watershed function.
Selection of the No Action Alteative would likely lead to combined impacts to soil resources
from PJexpansion likely leading to further loss of shrubs, grasses, and forbs. This loss of forage
would lead to increased grazing pressure on remaining resources and more bare ground. Loss of
vegetation increases the amount of soil exposed to wind and water effects, and could lead to
increased risk of soil erosion.

Cumulative Effects

When combined with the effects from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
cumulativeeffects from the proposed actiane expectedo be minimalin the shorterm and
positive overall in the longerm Fencing and decreasir®J density is expected to increase
herbaceous vegetation cover and diversity in all Ralyitats, in part bylecreasing of over

72



utilization of vegetative resources by excess wild hor§bs should in turn either maintain or
increase soil stability, decrease erosion potential, and increase infiltratiorS@itesompaction
stemming from overuse of riparian ameet meadow areas by wild horses and livestock is
expected to decrease over the long term as these areas experience recovery and burrowing
animals over turn and mix soils.

3.13 Cumulative Effects Overview

The purpose of the cumulative impacts analysis the proposed action is to evaluate the
combined, incremental effects of human activity within the scope of the project. CEQ regulations
define scope to include connected actions, cumulative actions, and similar actions (40 CFR
1508.25). ApproximatelyZ705acres of specific treatments are proposed withenproject area

(& 230000 acrs) ; therefore the reasonable scope of the cumulative analgsiisl be restricted

to connected, cumulative, and similar actions to the Proposed Action witlpnoflee area The
Council on Environmental Quality formally defines cumulative impacts as follows:

fi...the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable fuinme eegjardless of what agency

(federal or norfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively sign
(40 CFR 1508.7).

3.14 Past and Present Actions

Past and current relevant land use activities in the vicinity include authorized geothermal energy
leases, land use authorizatior®e¢é TablelO) for power lines, gravel pitsdispersedcasual
recreation,hunting in hunting unit 184 (mle deer, desert bighorn sheep, and pronghorn in
particular), wild horse gathersand livestock grazing activities; which include various range
improvements such as spring developments, storage tanks, troughs, fences, and cattle guards

The DesatoyaMountains were subject to a historic regime of wildfire caused by lightning
strikes. Natural caused fire may have burned several acres to several thousand acres during one
event. In more modern times, the area is also subject tecenesed wildfire in adtion to
lightning-caused fire. Several wildfires have occurred within the past 30 years within the project
boundary. The Cedar fire in 1996 burned 317 acres, the DelLong fire in 1999 burned 63 acres,
and the Smith Creek fire in 2005 burned 19 acres. Alewstural ignitions (lightning). The

Cold Spring fire in 1998 burned 255 acres, the Clan Alpine fire in 1999 burned 145 acres, and
the Cold Spring fire in 1999 burned 736 acres. All were human ignitions. Typical wildfire
patterns created a mosaic pattennttoe landscape, burning intensely in some areas removing all
vegetation, and burning lightly in other areas, removing only grasses or groundcover.

Reseeding efforts have occurred in one area of the project boundary burned by fire. After the
1999 Cold Spng fire, approximately 736 acres were aeriallyseeded. Species included:
crested wheatgrass four-wing saltbrush, ladak afalfa, thickspike wheatgrass, andvestern
wheatgrass.
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Past vegetation treatments have been completed in the project boundadyde catastrophic
wildfire risks and to influence plant community composition and diversity. In 2005, the BLM
treated 736 acres within the project boundary by mechanical thinning of gunyiper and
understory vegetation as a part of the Edwards Créelgetation Treatment Project.
Additionally, 70 acres of PJ removal on BLM land ad@® hcres of PJ removal on private land
haveoccurred in Porter Canyon in an effort to restore a degraded wet meadow historically used
by sagegrouse and to reduce firekisTrend data is not yet available.

Natural and mamcaused wildfires are likely to occur in the future, although the intensity and
scope of any such event is unknown. The impact from potential future wildfires is too
speculative to evaluate in this EA. &fhd any fire occur in the future, pefate rehabilitation
including reseeding with native or fire resistant Apative plants would be likely. Prescribed

fire could be used to influence vegetation types, improve ecological condition, and reduce the
potential for large wildfires. The impact from potential future prescribed fires is too speculative
to evaluate in this EA. Prescribed burning projects would be analyzed orspesitéc basis and

a new environmental assessment would be developed.

Theacti ons which have influenced todayos wild
gathers, which have resulted in the removal of 302 excess horses from the Desatoya HMA since
2000 Refer to the Desatoya Herd Management Area Plan/Capture Plan Update and
Environmental Assessment (EA) No. NDB0-03-022 (Jul, 2003) for additional information.

3.15 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

Reasonably foreseeable future actions (RFFAS) constitute those actions that are known or could
reasonably be anticipated éccur within the analysis area for each resource, within a time frame
appropriate to the expected impacts from the Proposed Actions. For the Proposed Actions, the
time frame for potential future actions is reasonably assumed to be the duration optiseg@ro
treatments, or approximately 10 years. RFFAs include grazing, dispersed recreation; including
off-highway vehicle use and hunting, potential geothermal energy exploration and production
from existing leases.

Over the next 1420 year period, reasoriglforeseeable future actions includédd horsegathers

about everyl years to revaccinate the mares and remove a few excess wild horses in order to
manage population size within the established AML rahgentinual bait and water trapping
objectives to keep the HMA at AML are not méhe HMAP which has been completed for the
Desatoya HMA to establish short and lelegm management and monitoring objectives for the
herd and its habitatould be evaluaté. Any future wild horse management would be analyzed

in appropriate environmental documents following -specific planning with public
involvement.

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions include the transport, handling, care, and disposition
of the excess wild horses removed from the ramgéally wild horses would be transported

from the capture/temporary holding corrals to a designated BLM -&#ront holding corral

facility. From there, the animals would be made available for adoption aciosaldividuals who

can provide a good home, or to LTH pastures.
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Table 11: Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable future actions applicable to the cumulative analysis area
specifically related to wild horses.

Status (x)

Past Present Future
Issuance of multiple use decisions and grazing permits for ran
operations through the allotment evaluation process and
reassessment of the associated allotments.

X
X
X

Livestock grazing.

Wild horse gathers.

Invasive weed inventory/treatments.

X XXX
X XXX
X XXX

Wild horse issues, issuance of multiple use decisions 4
adjustments and planning.

3.16 Monitoring

Extensive pre and post treatment monitoring is proposed and described in the Proposed Action
and is therefore sufficient for this action. A detailed monitoring plan for vegetation and
individual wildlife speciesvould be developed prior to any implementation and the magnitude
would bedependenobn funding in any given year

The BLM Contacting Officer RepresentativeS@Rs) and Project InspectorsP(s) assigned to

the gather would be responsible for ensuring contratgmnel and other personnel abide by the
contract specifications and the SOPs (AppeixOngoing monitoring of forage condition and
utilization, water availability, aerial population surveys, and animal health would cantinue
Fertility control monitomng would be conducted in accordance with the S@BpendixC).
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4.0. PERSONS, GROUPS, AND AGENCIES CONSULTED

Public hearings are held annually on a steitde basis regarding the use of motorized vehicles,
including helicopters and fixeding aircraft, in the management of wild horses (or burros).)
During these meetings, the public is given the opportunity to present new information and to
voice any concerns regarding the use of motorized vehithesEly DistrictOffice held a state

wide pulic hearing onJune 15, 2011The Standard Operating Procedures were reviewed
following this public hearing and no changes to the SOPs were indicated based on this review.

The use of helicopters and motorized vehicles has proven to be &féataye,and practical

means for the gather and removal of excess wild horses and burros from theSmaogeluly

2004, Nevada has gatheragkr26,000 animals with a mortality rate of 1.1 percent (of which 0.5
percent was gather related) which is very low whandling wild animalsBLM also avoids use

of helicopters for gathering wild horses prior to and during the peak foaling period and therefore
does not conduct helicopter removals of wild horses from March 1 through June 30 unless under
emergency situations
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NAME TITLE PROJECT EXPERTISE

Teresa Knutson Field Manager Authorized Officer

Steve Kramer Planning and NEPA Compliance
Environmental
Coordinator

John Wilson Wildlife Biologist/Project | Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat,
Lead Soils, Riparian/Wetlands

Keith Barker Fire Ecologist Habitat Restoration/Fuels

Management
Steep Weiss Forester Habitat Restoration/Fuels
Management

Susan McCabe Archaeologist Cultural Resources

Jill Devaurs Rangeland Management Livestock Grazing
Specialist

John Axtell Wild Horse and Burro Wild Horse Management
Specialist

Dan Westermeyer Recreation Planner Recreation/VRM/Wilderness

Coreen Francis Renewable Resources Staff | NEPA Compliance/Forestry
Supervisor

Eric Pignata Realty Specialist Lands

Dave Schroeder Reclamation Compliance Hazardous Waste
Specialist

Ken Depaoli Geologist Minerals

76



Persons, Groups, or Agencies Consulted

NAME AGENCY PROJECT EXPERTISE
Shawn Espinosa NDOW Sage-grouse

Jason Salisbury NDOW Sage-grouse and big game
Lee Turner NDOW Habitat Restoration
Elizabeth Ammons GBBO Birds

Pete Coates USGS Sage-grouse

Tracy Wolfe NRCS Soils

Tamzen Stringham UNR Hydrology and restoration
Mark Weltz USDA Hydrology

Duane Coombs Smith Creek Ranch Livestock Management

Darlene Hooper-Dewey

Yomba-Shoshone Tribe

Native American Concerns

Wayne Dyer

Yomba-Shoshone Tribe

Native American Concerns

Karmel Bryan

Yomba-Shoshone Tribe

Native American Concerns

777




5.0. References

Adams, A.W.1975. A brief history of juniper and shrpbpulations in southern Oregon. Oregon
StateWildlife Commission Research Division. WildlifResearch Report No. 6,
Corvallis, OR.

Beever, E. A., and P. F. Brussard. 20B8amining ecological consequences oafdrorse
grazing using exclosures. Western North American Naturalist. 6I2336

Beever, E. 2003. Management Implications of the Ecology of Roeening Horses in Semi
Arid Ecosystems of the Western United States. Wildlife Society Bulletin 31 (33887

Beever, E.A., R. J. Tausch, and P.F. Brussard. 2003. Characterizing Grazing Disturbance in
Semiarid Ecosystems Across Broad Scales, Using Diverse Indices. Ecological
Applications 13 (1): 119.36.

Beever, E. A., and P.F. Brussard. 2004. CommuaitylLandscapdevel Responses of Reptiles
and Small Mammals to Ferblorse Grazing in the Great Basin. Journal of Arid
Environments59: 27297.

Beever, E.A., and J.E. Herrick. 2006. Effects of Feral Horses in Great Basin Landscapes on Soils
and Ants: Direcand Indirect Mechanisms. Journal of Arid Environments 66L&

BeeverE.A., R. J.Tauschand W. E. Thogmartir008 Multi-scale responses of vegetation to
removal of horse grazing from Great Basin (USA) mountatin ranges. Plant Ecology.
196:163 184.

Belsky, A.J., A. Matzke, and S. Uselman. 1999. Survey of Livestock Influences on Stream and
Riparian Ecosystems of the Western United States. Journal of Soil and Water
Conservation 54: 41931.

Bingston, G. 200Northern Paiute and Western Shoshone Land Use In Northern Nevada: A
Class | Ethnographic/Ethnohistoric Overview. Cultural Resource Series No. 12, Nevada
Bureau of Land Management, Reno, Nevada.

BLM. 2003. Standards for Rangeland Health & Guidelines for Grazing Management, Sierra
Front Northwesrn Great Basin Area. Reno, Nevada. BLM Nevada State Office.

BLM. 2007a. IM2008050 Migratory Bird Treaty Act Interim Guidance. Dated December 18,
2007. Unpub. Doc. CCFO files.

BLM. 2007b. Record of Decision for the Vegetation Treatments Using Heelsion BLM lands
in 17 Western States Programmatic EIS. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management, Washington Office, Washington D.C.

e
78




BLM 2007c. Appendix C. Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Vegetation
Treatments Usinglerbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western
States. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Washington
Office, Washington D.C.

BLM. 2011. Nevada BLM Sensitive Species Libtstruction Memorandum NA201159.
Signed06-27-2011. Reno, NV.

Bradl ey, P. V. , Wbuldams, a@dd] fE aNewnmairk. |[Editorsl 2086.The Revised
Nevada Bat Conservation Plan. Nevada Bat Working Group. Reno, Nevada. 216 pp

Burkhardt, J.W., and E.W. Tisdale. 1969. Nature sumtessionadtatus of western juniper
vegetation irldaho. Journal of Range Management 22i{2G4.

Christensen, G.C. 1996. Chukaddctoris chukar). In The Birds of North America, No. 258 (A.
Poole and F. Gill, eds.). The Academy of Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, PA, and The
American Ornithologists Union, Washington, D.C.

Connelly,JW., M.A. SchroederA.R. Sand, an€.E. Braun 200Q Guidelines to maage sage
grouse populations and their habitats. Wildlife Society Bulletin 28(4):8585.

Debano, L.F. 1981. Water repellent soils: a stditthe-art. USDA Forest Service, Pacific
Southwest Forest and Range Experiment Station, General Technical R8pé46. 21p

Debell, D.S,and C.W. Ralston. 1970. Release of nitrogen by burning light forest fuels. Saoll
Science Society of America Proceedings 34:938

Eberhardt, L.L., A.K. Majorowicz, and J.A. Wilcox. 1982. Apparent Rates of Increase for Two
FeralHorse Herds. Journal of Wildlife Management 46 (2):-384.

Forest Encylopedia, Soil Risk Rating Criteria for Potential Damage to Soil by Fire.
http://www.forestencyclopedia.net/t/t299/Gt3

Fowler, C. S. 1992n the Shadow of Fox Peak. Cultural Resource Series 5, U.S. Department of
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 1, Stillwater National Wildlife Refuge,
University of Nevada, Reno, Nevada.

Ganskopp, D.and M. Vavra.1986. Habitat use by feral horses in the northern sagebrush steppe.
Journal of Range Management 39:2P¥2.

Garrott R, and L.Taylor. 1990 Dynamics of a feral horse population in Montana. Journal of
Wildlife Management 54:60812.

Garrott, R.A., D.BSiniff, and L.L. Eberhardt. 1991. Growth Rates of Feral Horse Populations.
The Journal of Wildlife Management 55(4):6848.

e
79


http://www.forestencyclopedia.net/t/t299/t/t300

GAO-09-77. 2008. Report to the chairman, committee on natural resources, House of
Representatives. Bureau of Land Managementctftelongterm options needed to
manage unadoptable wild horses. 88pp.

Gaylor, H. P. 1974. Wildfireprevention and control. Prentittall Co. Bowie, Maryland.

GBBO (Great Basin Bird Observatory). 2010. Nevada Comprehensive Bird Conservation Plan,
ver.1.0. Great Basin Bird Observatory, Reno, NV. Available online at
www.gbbo.org/bird_conservation_plan.htmi

Hanley, T.A.,and K.A. Hanley.1982. Food resource partitioning by sympatric ungulates on
Great Basin rangeland. Journal of Range Management 33:382

Hansen, R.M., R.C. ClarlandW. Lawhorn 1977. Foods of wild horses, deer, and cattle in the
Douglas Mountain area, Colorado. Jnga Manage. 30:11518.

Hubbard, R.E., and R. M. Hansen. 1976. Diets of Wild Horses, Cattle, and Mule Deer in the
Piceance Basin, Colorado. Journal of Range Management 29 (539389

Jenkins, S.H. 2002Vild Horse Population Model version 1.4. Thisistochastic model which
simulates growth of wild horse populations under various management options and is
used by the Bureau of Land Management for projectingftieetsof culling and fertility
control on population dynamics. It is written in VisuakRafor Windows and has
extensive odine help. It is descended from versions written in 1993 in C++ and 1996 in
True BASIC.

Jenkins S. H. 2000. Density dependence in population dynamics of feral horses. Resource Notes
No.26. Bureau of Land Management, &l Department of the Interior, 2 pages.

Kirkpatrick, J.F., AT. Rutberg, ad L. CoatesMarkle.201Q Immunoconrative control utilizing
porcine zona pellucida PZP in federal wild horse populations. EBitiet. Fazio. 42pp.

Kirkpatirck, J. F.1995. Management of Wild Horses by Fertility Control: The Assateague
Experience. National Park Service Scientific Monograph, National Park Service, Denver,
CO. 60 pp.

Krysl, L.J., M.E. Hubbert, B.F. Sowell, G.E. Plumb, T.K. Jewett, M.A. Smith, and J.W.
Waggoner.1984. Horses and Cattle Grazing in the Wyoming Red Desert, |. Food Habits
and Dietary Overlap. Journal of Range Management 37 (1j672

Kury, B.K., J.D. Alexander, and J. Vollmer. 2002. Data Collected and Fire Modeling Determine
Potential for he use of Plateau® Herbicide to Establish Fuel Breaks in Bromus teetorum
Dominated Rangelands. 2002 Association of Fire Ecology Annual Conference. San
Diego, CA. December-8.

e
80



http://www.gbbo.org/bird_conservation_plan.html

Madosky, J.M.D.I. Rubenstein).J.Howard,and S.Stuska.In press. The effés of
immunocontraception on harem fidelity in a feral hoEgu(s caballus) population.
Applied Animal Behaviour Science.

Mclinnis, M.A. and M. Vavra. 1987. Dietary Relationships Among Feral Horses, Cattle, and
Pronghorn in Southeastern Oregon. Jouoh&ange Mgt 40(1):6@6.

McCort, W.D. 1984. Behavior of Feral Horses and Ponies. Journal of Animal Science-58:493
499.

Meeker, J.0O. 1979. Interactions Between Pronghorn Antelope and Feral Horses in Northwestern
Nevada. Master 6s Tdia Rens Rend)Mevadeer si ty of Nev

Menard, C., P. Duncan, G. Fleurance, J. Georges, and M. Lila. 2002. Comparative Foraging and
Nutrition of Horses and Cattle in European Wetlands. Journal of Applied Ecology 39 (1):
120-133.

Miller, R.F., J.D. Bates, T.J. Svej¢&.B. Pierson, and L.E. Eddleman. 2005. Biology, Ecology,
and Management of Western Juniper. Oregon State University Agricultural Experiment
Station, Technical Bulletin 152, June 2005. Corvallis. 77 p.

Muzika, R.M., and J. M. Swearingen. 2006. Plant Gamation Alliance Alien Plant Working
Group Fact Sheet for Tamarisk. Accessed at:
http://www.nps.gov/archive/plants/alien/fact/tamal.htm.

National Invasive Species Council. 2005. Fiear Review of Executive Order 13112 on
Invasive Species. 44 pp.

NDA 2010. Nevada Department of Agriculture, Plant Industry Division. Accessed at:
http://agri.nv.gov/nwac/PLANT_NoxWeedList.htm, April 4, 2011. Webpage last updated
June 10, 2010.

NDOW 2011aSage Grouse Conservation Plan for Nevada And Portions of Eastern California

June 30, 2004\ ccessed anttp://www.ndow.org/wild/conservation/sg/plan/index.shtm
January 2011.

NDOW 2011b. Appendix NMsage Grouse Conservation Plan for Nevada Antidhs of Eastern
California- June 30, 2004 ccessed at
http://www.ndow.org/wild/conservation/sg/plan/index.shtanuary 2011

NDOW 20D. Misc. key game habitat mapsnule deerCCDO GIS files. Carson City, NV
, Mi sc. key ¢ highern. GGDOIGIS diles. Qaraon €ity, NV
, Mi sc. key ¢ paranghorh. £6D0OtGaStfilesn@apsaen City, NV
, Mi s c . k e y sagegrduset GCDO @&i& fipes. Carson GityVv

NDOW. 2006. Nevada Wildlife Action Plan. Nevada Department of Wildlife, Reno, NV.

81


file://ilmnvcc6na1/users/_%20CC%20CENTRAL/1000%20General%20Mgmt/1700%20Program%20Mgmt/1790%20NEPA/NEPA/SWFO/WKLY%20ID%20TEAM%20SWFO/2011/January%202011/Desatoya%20Mountains%20Restoration%20Project%20EA/ADMIN%20DRAFTS/Sage%20Grouse%20Conservation%20Plan%20for%20Nevada%20And%20Portions%20of%20Eastern%20California%20-%20June%2030,%202004
file://ilmnvcc6na1/users/_%20CC%20CENTRAL/1000%20General%20Mgmt/1700%20Program%20Mgmt/1790%20NEPA/NEPA/SWFO/WKLY%20ID%20TEAM%20SWFO/2011/January%202011/Desatoya%20Mountains%20Restoration%20Project%20EA/ADMIN%20DRAFTS/Sage%20Grouse%20Conservation%20Plan%20for%20Nevada%20And%20Portions%20of%20Eastern%20California%20-%20June%2030,%202004
http://www.ndow.org/wild/conservation/sg/plan/index.shtm
file://ilmnvcc6na1/users/_%20CC%20CENTRAL/1000%20General%20Mgmt/1700%20Program%20Mgmt/1790%20NEPA/NEPA/SWFO/WKLY%20ID%20TEAM%20SWFO/2011/January%202011/Desatoya%20Mountains%20Restoration%20Project%20EA/ADMIN%20DRAFTS/Sage%20Grouse%20Conservation%20Plan%20for%20Nevada%20And%20Portions%20of%20Eastern%20California%20-%20June%2030,%202004
file://ilmnvcc6na1/users/_%20CC%20CENTRAL/1000%20General%20Mgmt/1700%20Program%20Mgmt/1790%20NEPA/NEPA/SWFO/WKLY%20ID%20TEAM%20SWFO/2011/January%202011/Desatoya%20Mountains%20Restoration%20Project%20EA/ADMIN%20DRAFTS/Sage%20Grouse%20Conservation%20Plan%20for%20Nevada%20And%20Portions%20of%20Eastern%20California%20-%20June%2030,%202004
http://www.ndow.org/wild/conservation/sg/plan/index.shtm

Nunez, C.M.V.J.S.Adelman,C. Mason,and D.l. Rubensteir2009. Immunocontraception
decreases group fidelity in a feral horse population during thdoremding seas.
Applied Animal Behaviour Science 11718B.

Olsen, F.W., and R.M. Hansen. 1977. Food Relations of WildRoaening Horses to
Livestock and Big Hame, Red Desert, Wyoming. Journal of Range Management 30 (1):

17-20.
O6 Nei | I, K. P Indicatar of &drest , HeafihSAGuide tatke Callection, Analysis,
and I nterpretation of Soil Il ndi cator Dat a

2005. Gen. Tech. Rep. NZ58. St. Paul, MN: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, North Cenéit Research Station.

OstermanfKelm, S.D., E.A. Atwill, E.S. Rubin, L.E. Hendrickson, and W.M. Boyce, 2009.
Impacts of Feral Horses on a Desert Environment. BMC Ecology 9:22.

Otis, D. L., J. H. Schulz, DMiller, R. E. Mirarchj and T. S. Baskett. 2008. Mourning Dove
(Zenaida macroura), The Birds of North America Online (A. Poole, Ed.). Ithaca: Cornell
Lab of Ornithology; Retrieved from the Birds of North America Online:
http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/bna/species/117

Pendleton, IS.A., A. R. McLane, and D. H. Thomas 1982ltural Resources Overview,
Carson City District, West Central Nevada. Cultural Resource Series No. 5, Part 1,
Nevada State Office of the Bureau of Land Management, Reno.

Peterson, E. B. 2008. A Synthesisvgigetation Maps for Nevada (Initiating a ‘Living'
Vegetation Map)Documentation and geospatial data, Nevada Natural Heritage Program,
Carson City, Nevada.

Pierson, F.B., J.D. Bates, and T.J. Svejcar. 2007.4@&mg erosion changes in runoff and
erosionafter cutting western juniper In Press, Rangeland Ecology and Management.

Ransom, J.1.B.S.Cade,andN.T. Hobbs 2010. Influences of immunocontraception on time
budgets, social behavior, and body condition in feral horses. Applied Animal Behaviour
Scierce 124:5160.

Rich, T. D., C. J. Beardmore, H. Berlanga, P. J. Blancher, M. S. W. Bradstreet, G. S. Butcher, D.
W. Demarest, E. H. Dunn, W. C. Hunter, E. E. IAj@s, J. A. Kennedy, A. M. Martell,
A. O. Panjabi, D. N. Pashley, K. V. Rosenberg, C. MstRy, J. S. WendgndT. C.
Would. 2004. Partners in Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan. Cornell
Lab of Ornithology. Ithaca, NY.

Roberts, C., and J.A. Jones. 2000. Soil patchingssipersagebrustgrass communities of
centralOregon.Plant and Soil 223:4%1.

82




Salter, R.E., and R.J. Hudson. 1982. Social Organization of Feral Horses in Western Canada.
Applied Animal Ethology 8:20223.

Schaefer, R.J., D.J. Thayer, and T.S. Burton. 2003. fémeyears of vegetation change on
permanentransectsn northeastern California: implications for wildlif€alifornia Fish
and Game 89:5%1.

Siniff, D.B., J.R. Tester, and G.L. McMahon. 1986. Foaling Rate and Survival of Feral Horses in
Western Nevada. Journal of Range Management 32%98)297.

Smith, M.A. 1986a. Impacts of Feral Horses Grazing on Rangelands: An Overview. Equine
Veterinary Science, 6(5):23538.

Symanski, R. 1996. Dances with Horses: Lessons from the Environmental Fringe. Conservation
Biology 10 (3): 708712.

Turner,A., and J.F. Kirkpatrick. 2002. Effects of immunocontraception on population, longevity
and body condition in wild mareE&dquus caballus). Reproduction Supplement 60:187
195.

USDA 2011. Web Soil Survey. U.S. DepartmenAgficulture, National Resources
Conservation Servicéccessed at:
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/HomePage.htm

USDA 2001. Soil Survey of Churchill County Area, Nevada., Churchill and Lyon Counties, Part
| and II. U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Resources Conservation Service.
Issued 2001.

USDA 1991. Soil Survey of Lander County, Nevada, South Part Volume I. U.S. Department of
Agriculture, National Resources Conservation Service. Issued 1991.

USDI 2004.Bureau of Land Management National S&&y®use Habitat Conservation Strategy.
U.S. Department of the Interior. November 2004. 25 p.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2008. Birds of Conservation Concern 2008. United States
Department of Interior, Fish alildlife Service, Division of Migratory Bird
ManagementArlington, Virginia. 85 pp. [Online version available at
<http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/>]

USGS. 2005. National Gap Analysis Program. Southwest Regional GAP Analysis-Panjdct
cover Descripbns. RS/GIS laboratory, College of Natural Resources, Utah State
University. Accessed at:
http://earth.qgis.usu.edu/swgap/data/atool/files/swgap_legend_desc.pdf

Wolf, M.L. 1980. Feral Horse Demography: A Preliminary Report. Journal of Range
Management 33 (5):35360.

e
83



http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/HomePage.htm
http://earth.gis.usu.edu/swgap/data/atool/files/swgap_legend_desc.pdf

Wolfe, M.L., Ellis, LC., and MacMullen, R.. 1989. Reproductive Rates of Feral Horses and
Burros. Journal of Wildlife Management 53 (4): 99.6

84



